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FOREWORD 


Sarah  E.  Thomas 

Director  for  Cataloging,  Library  of  Congress 


With  the  emergence  of  the  Program  for  Cooperative  Cataloging,  librarians  are  writing  a  new 
chapter  in  the  history  of  cooperative  cataloging.  Several  important  factors  converged  to 
strengthen  the  desire  to  cooperate  and  the  ability  to  achieve  a  successful  collaborative  program. 
Libraries  have  reached  a  mature  stage  in  automated  cataloging,  with  most  large  institutions 
committed  to  an  online  catalog.  Faced  with  rising  costs  for  automation  and  library  materials, 
administrators  sought  to  reallocate  resources  from  technical  services  to  other  needy  areas  of  the 
library.  Increased  use  of  copy  cataloging  enabled  libraries  to  cut  cataloging  costs,  but  as  Carol 
Mandel  has  pointed  out,  also  fostered  the  growth  of  backlogs  as  libraries  held  publications  while 
waiting  for  copy  to  appear  in  databases.  Consequently,  service,  as  measured  through  access  to 
a  library’s  collections,  declined  as  large  arrearages  developed.  In  addition,  cataloging  costs 
remained  high.  Catalogers  "improved"  the  work  of  other  catalogers,  "tweaking"  copy  to  suit 
local  practice,  and  original  cataloging  was  often  complex  and  laborious. 

To  ameliorate  these  problems,  a  group  known  as  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  (CCC) 
formed,  and  in  a  remarkably  short  span  of  time,  developed  an  ambitious  agenda  and  achieved 
extraordinary  support  for  their  initiatives.  The  group,  comprised  of  Liz  Bishoff  (OCLC),  John 
Byrum  (Library  of  Congress),  Carol  Mandel  (Columbia  University),  Sue  Phillips  (University  of 
Texas),  Karen  Smith-Yoshimura  (Research  Libraries  Group),  Patricia  Thomas  (Stockton-San 
Joaquin  County  Public  Library),  Sarah  Thomas  (Library  of  Congress),  and  Linda  West  (Harvard 
University),  convened  in  April,  1993,  at  the  Library  of  Congress.  They  formulated  an  agenda 
and  established  small  task  groups  to  investigate  and  evaluate  how  to  accomplish  six  basic  goals 
to  further  cooperative  cataloging. 

The  task  groups,  headed  by  John  Byrum  (Library  of  Congress),  Willy  Cromwell  (Stanford 
University),  Michael  Kaplan  (Harvard  University),  Brian  Schottlaender  (University  of  California 
at  Los  Angeles),  Joan  Swanekamp  (Columbia  University),  and  Barbara  Tillett  (then  University 
of  California  at  San  Diego,  currently  the  Library  of  Congress),  had  charges  that  encouraged 
them  to  take  sweeping  looks  at  tough  bibliographic  issues,  knotty  problems  that  had  frustrated 
progress  for  years.  On  a  shoestring  budget,  and  with  a  target  of  completing  their  analysis  and 
reporting  within  less  than  six  months,  they  conducted  their  business  openly  and  creatively. 
Although  the  task  groups  were  small,  they  benefitted  from  gathering  the  ideas  and  opinions  from 
a  broad  spectrum  of  the  bibliographic  community  through  the  effective  use  of  Internet  listservs. 
They  sparked  dialogues  on  key  issues  which  informed  their  final  reports.  The  members  of  the 
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task  groups,  the  chairpersons,  and  all  who  contributed  to  the  reports  deserve  commendations  for 
their  diligence,  ingenuity,  and  service  to  libraries. 

One  of  the  recommendations  that  emerged  from  the  reports  was  that  the  Library  of  Congress 
serve  as  the  secretariat  for  the  Program  for  Cooperative  Cataloging.  The  confidence  in  LC’s 
ability  to  play  this  role  derives  to  a  substantial  degree  from  the  outstanding  coordination  of  the 
CCC  afforded  by  David  Reser,  a  member  of  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Team  in  the  Regional 
&  Cooperative  Cataloging  Division.  Without  David  Reser’ s  dedication  to  detail,  mature 
understanding  of  the  elements  of  a  successful  cooperative  program,  and  superb  equanimity,  the 
program  surely  would  have  faltered.  Reser’ s  colleagues  on  the  Cooperative  teams,  and  most 
notably  Ana  Cristan  and  Ann  Della  Porta,  contributed  many  long  hours  of  support.  John  Byrum, 
chief  of  the  Regional  &  Cooperative  Cataloging  Division,  oversaw  the  transformation  of  LC’s 
cooperative  programs  for  name  and  subject  authorities  and  monographic  bibliographic  records 
into  the  Program  for  Cooperative  Cataloging  with  unwavering  strength  of  purpose,  exhibiting 
keen  judgment  in  drawing  on  the  talents  of  staff  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  CCC,  and 
showing  perseverance  and  skill  in  making  sure  that  every  detail  was  considered.  Numerous  other 
LC  staff  provided  support.  Among  these,  Sally  McCallum,  chief  of  the  Network  Develop- 
ment/MARC  Standards  Office,  and  Susan  Tarr,  chief  of  the  Cataloging  Distribution  Service, 
offered  their  services  with  great  generosity  and  commitment  to  the  goals  of  cooperation. 

The  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  and  the  Program  for  Cooperative  Cataloging  would  not 
have  been  possible  without  the  trust  and  openness  of  Winston  Tabb,  Associate  Librarian  for 
Collections  Services.  Winston  Tabb’s  spirit  of  cooperation  and  his  willingness  to  explore  new 
avenues  to  achieve  a  successful  program  inspired  the  effort  and  are  responsible  for  its 
realization. 

In  sum,  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council’s  drive  to  improve  the  practice  of  cooperative 
cataloging  is  a  triumph  in  cooperation  itself,  and  is  an  historic  step  forward  in  increasing  the 
availability  of  unique  records  created  under  mutually  acceptable  standards.  The  many  individuals 
and  institutions  who  shaped  the  work  of  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  should  be  justly 
proud  of  their  accomplishments. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  Library  of  Congress  supports  four  major  ongoing  programs  in  cooperative  cataloging: 
CONSER,  a  mature,  successful  cooperative  program  for  the  cataloging  of  serials;  NACO,  a 
program  established  in  the  late  1970s  involving  over  one  hundred  libraries  in  the  creation  of 
name  authority  records;  the  Cooperative  Subject  Cataloging  Project  (CSCP),  a  more  recent 
initiative  with  a  focus  on  expanding  and  enriching  the  Library  of  Congress  Subject  Headings 
(LCSH)  and  Library  of  Congress  Classification;  and  the  National  Coordinated  Cataloging 
Program  (NCCP),  a  collaboration  between  LC  and  designated  research  libraries  to  produce 
national  level  bibliographic  records.  Begun  in  1988,  the  brief  history  of  NCCP  has  been  marked 
by  intense  scrutiny  and  vigorous  debate  concerning  its  cost-effectiveness  and  structure. 

From  November  4-6,  1992,  almost  50  librarians  with  a  strong  interest  in  cooperative  cataloging 
participated  in  a  joint  CONSER/NCCP  meeting  at  the  Library  of  Congress  to  explore  issues  in 
cooperative  cataloging,  using  the  existing  programs  as  a  springboard  for  discussion.  NCCP 
participants  had  frequently  proposed  "the  CONSER  model"  as  an  alternative  structure  for  NCCP 
with  the  expectation  that  it  would  yield  increased  production  of  monographic  cataloging  records. 
The  CONSER  Policy  Committee  generously  opened  its  meeting  to  NCCP  observers,  allowing 
LC  staff  and  others  to  observe  firsthand  the  nature  of  CONSER  governance  and  interaction.1 

The  group  suggested  new  models  for  cooperative  cataloging.  The  current  NCCP  program,  said 
to  be  tightly  controlled  and  "LC-centric,"  was  not  viewed  as  a  satisfactory  model.  Equally 
unsatisfactory  to  the  group  was  a  "laissez-faire"  model  in  which  libraries  would  contribute 
whatever  records  they  chose  to  the  national  database  in  any  way  they  chose,  either  online  or  via 
output  from  a  local  system.  The  CONSER  program  was  suggested  as  a  model  which  finds  a 
middle  ground  between  these  two  extremes:  a  program  which  is  participant-oriented,  and  allows 
libraries  to  contribute  records  without  substantial  change  to  their  existing  workflow. 

The  group  identified  the  following  highly  valuable  characteristics  of  a  future  cooperative 
cataloging  model: 

•  It  should  minimize  administrative  overhead  and  limit  constraints. 

•  It  should  have  the  technological  ability  to  distribute  records. 


1  A  full  summary  report  of  this  meeting  is  available  on  MARVEL,  the  Library  of  Congress’s  Gopher-based 
campus-wide  information  system.  See  "Additional  Reading,"  p.  76,  for  information  about  access  to  MARVEL. 
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•  It  should  provide  a  mechanism  for  enriching  or  extending  records  created  by  others. 

•  It  should  synthesize  different  approaches  to  catalog  record  creation  to  allow  flexibility 
with  local  systems  within  the  larger  bibliographic  universe  of  a  national  program. 

•  It  should  provide  for  identification  of  data  contributed  to  the  national  cooperative 

program  and  participants  should  be  able  to  catalog  on  utilities  or  in  local  systems. 

» 

The  model  is  not  necessarily  a  model  for  a  "new"  NCCP,  but  rather  mutually  agreed-upon  goals 
for  cooperation  in  the  cataloging  area,  including  current  cooperative  cataloging  programs 
coordinated  by  the  Library  of  Congress.  In  the  ensuing  discussion  it  was  clear  that  a  consensus 
about  cooperative  cataloging  could  not  be  reached  by  the  group  in  a  short  time.  In  light  of  the 
need  to  examine  the  direction  of  cooperative  cataloging  more  closely,  the  group  recommended 
that  a  small  task  force  flesh  out  the  goals  of  cooperative  cataloging  and  effective  models  in 
greater  detail.  This  self-identified  group  of  16  volunteers  from  13  institutions2  agreed  to  meet 
on  January  21,  1993,  in  Denver,  Colorado,  just  prior  to  the  ALA  midwinter  meeting  to  continue 
the  planning  process  and  identify  the  next  steps  necessary  for  establishing  an  operational  model 
to  implement  the  mission  and  goals  drafted  at  the  November  meeting3. 

FORMATION  OF  THE  COOPERATIVE  CATALOGING  COUNCIL 

One  of  the  significant  outcomes  of  the  Denver  meeting  was  the  agreement  that  the  Director  for 
Cataloging  at  LC  would  form  a  small  planning  group  which  would  be  charged  with  the 
following: 

•  Develop  a  strategic  plan  for  implementing  the  mission  and  goals  already  identified. 

•  Identify  topical  issues  which  need  to  be  addressed. 

•  Determine  the  best  forum  for  examining  the  issues. 

•  Establish  small  single-issue  task  forces  as  necessary. 

•  Determine  the  mechanisms  for  soliciting  and  disseminating  comment. 

•  Establish  a  timeline  for  the  planning  process. 

•  Make  recommendations  to  the  Library  of  Congress. 


2 

Liz  Bishoff  (OCLC,  Inc.),  Julia  Blixrud  (Council  on  Library  Resources),  John  Byrum  (Library  of  Congress), 
Christa  Hoffman  (National  Library  of  Medicine  (for  Duane  Arenales)),  Carol  Mandel  (Columbia  University),  Sally 
McCallum  (Library  of  Congress),  Judy  Nadler  (University  of  Chicago),  Sue  Phillips  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin), 
Marietta  Plank  (University  of  Maryland),  David  Reser  (Library  of  Congress),  Sue  Rosenblatt  (University  of  California! 
Berkeley),  Brian  Schottlaender  (UCLA),  Carolyn  Sherayko  (Indiana  University),  Sarah  Thomas  (Library  of  Congress), 
and  Jennifer  Younger  (Ohio  State  University). 

A  full  summary  report  of  the  meeting  is  available  on  MARVEL,  the  Library  of  Congress’s  Gopher-based 
campus-wide  information  system.  See  "Additional  Reading,"  p.  76,  for  information  about  access  to  MARVEL. 
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The  traditional  Sunday  evening  LC-Cooperative  Cataloging  Discussion  Group  at  that  ALA 
midwinter  meeting  was  also  dedicated  to  further  exploration  of  the  topic,  and  the  listowners  of 
COOPCAT  (Cooperative  Cataloging  Discussion  Group)  offered  to  provide  their  listserv  as  a 
venue  for  upcoming  discussions. 

The  resulting  planning  group,  now  formally  known  as  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council 
(CCC),  was  named  shortly  after  the  Denver  meeting.  It  included: 

Liz  Bishoff  (OCLC,  Inc.) 

John  Byrum  (Library  of  Congress) 

Carol  Mandel  (Columbia  University) 

Sue  Phillips  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin) 

Karen  Smith-Yoshimura  (Research  Libraries  Group) 

Patricia  Thomas  (Stockton-San  Joaquin  County  (Calif.)  Public  Library) 

Sarah  Thomas  (Library  of  Congress) 

Linda  West  (Harvard  University) 

David  Reser  was  appointed  from  the  LC  Cooperative  Cataloging  staff  to  facilitate  the  process. 
He  served  until  February,  1994,  when  Ann  Della  Porta  succeeded  him  in  this  job. 

With  funding  from  the  Council  on  Library  Resources,  the  CCC  met  at  the  Library  of  Congress 
to  begin  work  on  April  22,  1993.  Considerable  groundwork  had  been  accomplished  before  the 
meeting  using  electronic  mail  via  the  Internet. 

During  the  day-long  meeting  the  Council  agreed  to  the  following  charge: 

Develop  a  strategic  plan  for  achieving  the  goals  in  support  of  the  mission  of  the  national 
cooperative  cataloging  program,  including  a  timeline  for  the  planning  process.  The  plan 
will  identify  topical  issues  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  planning  process  and  the 
Council  will  determine  the  best  forum  for  examining  these  issues,  such  as  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  small  single-issue  task  forces,  as  necessary.  The  Council  will  determine  the  best 
mechanisms  for  soliciting  comment  from ,  and  disseminating  proposals  to  the  greater 
cooperative  cataloging  community.  Finally,  the  Council  will  prepare  the  strategic  plan 
and  make  recommendations  on  implementation  of  the  plan  to  the  Director  for  Cataloging 
at  the  Library  of  Congress  as  convener  of  the  Council  and  coordinator  of  the  effort. 

In  envisioning  the  national  cooperative  cataloging  program,  the  CCC  stipulated  several 
assumptions  to  guide  the  planning  process: 

1 .  The  program  must  minimize  administrative  overhead  and  limit  constraints  on  participants. 

2.  Records  contributed  to  this  program  will  be  distributed  widely. 
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3.  Records  produced  by  the  program  can  be  upgraded  by  participants. 

4.  Rather  than  reconfiguring  NCCP,  the  Council  will  determine  the  set  of  objectives  that 
will  facilitate  cooperative  cataloging  most  effectively,  acknowledging  a  "clean  slate"  in 
the  planning  process. 

5.  Records  contributed  to  a  national  cooperative  cataloging  program  should  be  identified  as 
program  records  with  a  standard  identification  system. 

6.  Participants  must  be  able  to  catalog  on  utilities  and/or  in  local  systems. 

7.  Program  should  be  designed  to  cover  all  materials  except  serials,  working  in  a 
complementary  fashion  with  CONSER. 

8.  Bibliographic  records  will  be  supported  by  appropriate  authority  work. 

The  following  mission  statement  was  agreed  to: 

In  support  of  the  need  to  provide  access  to  materials  in  libraries’  collections,  the 
program  will  seek  to  increase  the  availability  of  unique  records  created  under  mutually 
acceptable  standards,  to  facilitate  the  creation  and  use  of  these  records,  and  to  provide 
leadership  in  the  information  community. 

Goals  and  objectives  were  set  out  for  assignment  to  issue-oriented  task  groups  as  follows: 

GOAL  1.  Together,  increase  the  timely  availability  of  bibliographic  and  authority  records  by 
cataloging  more  items,  by  producing  cataloging  that  is  widely  available  for  sharing  and  use  by 
others,  and  by  cataloging  in  a  more  cost-effective  manner. 

1 . 1  Increase  the  output  and  ensure  the  contribution  of  non-duplicative,  cost-effective 
cataloging.  Task  Group  I  —  "More,  Better,  Faster,  Cheaper" 

1.2  Increase  the  number  of  records  that  can  be  used  by  libraries  cost-effectively.  Task  Group 
I  —  "More,  Better,  Faster,  Cheaper" 

1.3  Identify  the  means  to  decrease  the  costs  of  original  cataloging.  Task  Group  I  —  "More, 
Better,  Faster,  Cheaper" 

1.4  Ensure  that  records  will  be  widely  available  quickly  and  easily.  Task  Group  II  — 
"Availability  and  Distribution " 
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1.5  Reduce  barriers  created  by  the  multiple  database  environment.  Task  Group  II  — 
"Availability  and  Distribution " 

1.6  Ease  and  broaden  contributions  to  the  national  authority  files  (name  and  subject).  Task 
Group  III  —  " Authorities " 

GOAL  2.  Develop  and  maintain  mutually  acceptable  standards  for  records. 

2. 1  Develop  standards  that  will  support  wide  use  of  records  in  a  cost-effective  manner.  Task 
Group  IV  —  "Standards " 

2.2  Promote  and  facilitate  the  use  of  mutually  accepted  standards.  Task  Group  IV  — 
"Standards " 

2.3  Evaluate  the  need  for  quality  standards  or  conformance  measures.  Task  Group  IV  — 
"Standards " 

GOAL  3.  Promote  the  values  of  timely  access  and  cost-effectiveness  in  cataloging,  and  expand 

the  pool  of  catalogers  who  catalog  to  the  mutually-accepted  standards. 

3.1  Identify  the  need  for  training  programs,  workshops,  and/or  institutes  aimed  at  developing 
cataloging  skills  that  support  the  program  goals.  Task  Group  V  —  "Cataloger  Training " 

3.2  Identify,  develop  as  necessary,  and  widely  distribute  easy-to-use  cataloging  documenta¬ 
tion  in  support  of  program  goals.  Task  Group  V  —  "Cataloger  Training" 

3.3  Foster  cooperation  in  cataloging  training  and  sharing  of  expertise.  Task  Group  V  — 
"Cataloger  Training " 

GOAL  4.  Increase  the  sharing  and  use  of  foreign  bibliographic  and  authority  records. 

4. 1  Identify  the  sources  of  and  increase  the  availability  of  foreign  authority  and  bibliographic 
records.  Task  Group  VI  —  "Foreign  MARC " 

4.2  Enable  and  encourage  the  use  of  authority  and  bibliographic  information  created  outside 
of  the  U.S.  Task  Group  VI  —  "Foreign  MARC" 
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GOAL  5.  Provide  for  ongoing  discussion,  planning,  and  operations  among  participants  in  order 
to  further  the  program’s  mission.  (All  objectives  under  Goal  5  were  assigned  to  the  CCC  itself 
based  on  input  from  the  other  six  task  groups) 

5.1  Develop  an  organizational  structure  that  ensures  leadership  and  representation  from 
participants. 

5.2  Develop  and  maintain  an  effective  planning  structure. 

5.3  Provide  mechanisms  to  ensure  effective  communication  among  participants  and  within 
the  library  community. 

5.4  Ensure  resources  to  support  the  program. 

5.5  Develop  and  implement  program  evaluation  mechanisms. 

5 . 6  Encourage  effective  participation . 

5.7  Evaluate  current  programs. 

TASK  GROUPS  FORMED 

After  grouping  the  goals  and  objectives  into  the  seven  issue  areas  noted  above,  the  Council 
identified  likely  candidates  to  chair  these  task  groups.  To  assure  that  the  task  groups  remain 
focused  on  their  charge  and  within  the  assumptions  and  mission  of  the  Council,  a  liaison  from 
the  Council  was  assigned  for  each  group.  A  timeline  for  the  work  of  these  groups  was  also 
established.  Task  groups,  working  in  consultation  with  the  greater  library  community,  would 
present  a  preliminary  "plan  of  action"  to  the  Council  in  June  for  review  during  the  annual 
conference  of  the  American  Library  Association  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  and  a  final  list  of 
recommendations  at  the  end  of  October,  1993.  The  Council  decided  to  meet  in  the  fall  in  order 
to  merge  the  recommendations  of  the  task  groups  into  a  single  final  plan  for  review  by  the 
library  community. 

Fortunately,  all  who  were  identified  as  potential  task  group  chairs  by  the  CCC  accepted  the 
challenge.  They  were: 

Brian  Schottlaender  (UCLA)  —  Task  Group  I,  "More,  Better,  Faster,  Cheaper" 

Michael  Kaplan  (Harvard  University)  —  Task  Group  II,  "Availability  and  Distribution" 
Barbara  Tillett  (University  of  California  at  San  Diego)  —  Task  Group  III,  "Authorities" 
Willy  Cromwell  (Stanford  University)  —  Task  Group  IV,  "Standards" 

Joan  Swanekamp  (Columbia  University)  —  Task  Group  V,  "Cataloger  Training" 

John  Byrum  (Library  of  Congress)  —  Task  Group  VI,  "Foreign  MARC" 
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The  task  group  chairs  were  sent  their  "charge"  letters  and  background  information  in  mid-May, 
and  began  selecting  task  group  members  in  consultation  with  their  CCC  liaison.  The  complete 
list  of  task  group  members  includes  30  individuals  from  22  institutions  in  the  U.S.  and  Canada. 
These  task  groups  corresponded  by  electronic  mail  in  May  and  June  to  produce  "plan  of  action" 
documents.  These  provided  the  CCC  with  a  rough  outline  of  the  methods  to  be  used  to 
accomplish  their  task,  a  timeline,  and  an  identification  of  those  they  would  consult  in  the  broader 
library  community  as  they  worked.  The  first  face-to-face  meetings  of  these  groups  were  held 
during  the  ALA  annual  conference  in  New  Orleans.  The  LC-Cooperative  Cataloging  Discussion 
Group  meeting  at  that  conference  was  given  over  to  presentations  by  the  CCC  task  group  chairs. 

The  task  groups  conducted  most  of  their  business  by  electronic  mail  and  on  Internet  listservs 
such  as  COOPCAT.  In  a  timeframe  unimaginable  prior  to  the  existence  of  the  Internet,  the  task 
groups  brainstormed,  disseminated  ideas,  collected  data,  and  sampled  responses.  Through  the 
generosity  of  the  Council  on  Library  Resources,  OCLC,  RLG,  the  parent  organizations  of  task 
group  members,  and  with  support  from  the  Library  of  Congress,  each  task  group  met  one  final 
time  in  late  summer  to  prepare  their  final  reports. 

The  membership  and  final  reports  of  each  task  group  form  the  body  of  this  compilation. 

CCC  REVIEWS  FINAL  TASK  GROUP  REPORTS 

Sarah  Thomas,  LC  Director  for  Cataloging  and  chair  of  the  Council,  convened  an  open 
informational  forum  at  LC  on  November  16  for  staff  from  18  D.C.-area  libraries  and  the 
Library  of  Congress.  Each  of  the  six  CCC  task  group  chairs  gave  a  brief  presentation  outlining 
their  recommendations.  Concurrent  break-out  sessions,  one  for  each  group,  followed  the  forum 
for  a  more  in-depth  discussion  of  the  recommendations.  The  afternoon  of  this  first  day  consisted 
of  a  debriefing  session  with  the  task  group  chairs  and  Council  members.  The  Council  continued 
its  work  over  the  next  two  days. 

A  new  vision  for  cooperative  cataloging  emerged  from  the  meeting,  demonstrating  a  pragmatic 
perspective  of  what  cataloging  must  be  in  order  to  provide  access  to  libraries’  collections  in  a 
useful,  timely,  and  cost-effective  manner  according  to  mutually  acceptable  standards.  The  key 
decisions  included: 

/  Creation  of  a  new  international  cooperative  cataloging  program,  the  Program  for 
Cooperative  Cataloging  (PCC),  with  an  authority  component  and  a  bibliographic 
component. 

/  Endorsement  of  a  core  bibliographic  record  that  can  be  accepted  without 
modification  or  that  can  be  dynamically  enhanced,  depending  on  local  priorities 
and  resources. 
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/  Development  of  simple,  user-friendly  documentation. 

/  Promotion  of  a  training  program  that  emphasizes  cataloger  judgment  and  a 
bibliographic  process  that  supports  user  needs  for  timely  and  useful  access. 

/  Formation  of  a  Foreign  MARC  Coalition  to  facilitate  access  to  records  produced 
outside  North  America. 

» 

/  Annual  production  of  200,000  to  600,000  authority  records  by  200  participants 
and  100,000  to  200,000  bibliographic  records  created  by  20  to  50  program 
participants  (exclusive  of  the  Library  of  Congress)  by  the  year  2000. 

Acting  on  the  proposals  of  the  task  groups,  the  CCC  created  a  strategic  action  plan  for 
strengthening  cooperative  cataloging  in  North  America.  While  planning  is  underway  for  the 
implementation  of  CCC  recommendations,  the  Council  agreed  to  continue  functioning  as  the 
guiding  body  until  the  new  Program  for  Cooperative  Cataloging  is  fully  developed. 

GOVERNANCE 

In  creating  a  governance  structure  for  the  Program,  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  has 
sought  to  achieve  a  balance  between  a  truly  democratic  composition  that  would  represent  a  wide 
range  of  participating  institutions  and  a  compact  assembly  that  could  adapt  quickly  as  the  PCC 
moves  from  its  formative  stages  to  a  fully  functioning  program. 

One  of  the  overriding  principles  of  the  drive  to  improve  the  state  of  cooperative  cataloging  is 
that  the  supporting  program  must  be  a  lean  organization  with  little  overhead.  Hence  the  call  for 
user-friendly  documentation  that  catalogers  can  easily  comprehend  and  reference,  and  hence  the 
move  toward  decentralized  training. 

Executive  Council 


Guiding  the  PCC  will  be  an  Executive  Council  comprised  of  permanent  representatives  of  certain 
institutions  (such  as  LC)  and  organizations  (such  as  the  Association  for  Library  Collections  & 
Technical  Services  (ALCTS)),  in  addition  to  representatives  drawn  from  the  Program 
participants  who  will  rotate  onto  the  Council.  Some  of  the  roles  identified  for  this  executive 
council  include:  directing  the  overall  strategic  planning  for  the  program;  conducting  annual 
meetings  of  the  Council;  holding  semi-annual  open  meetings  for  participants  and  other  interested 
parties  in  conjunction  with  ALA  annual  and  midwinter  meetings;  establishing  and  monitoring 
ad  hoc  committees  and  task  groups  as  needed;  appointing  members  of  standing  committees  and 
monitoring  their  progress,  identifying  mechanisms  to  ensure  effective  communication  among 
participants  and  within  the  library  community;  seeking  resources  to  support  the  Program  goals; 
and  developing  and  implementing  Program  evaluation  mechanisms. 
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Standing  Committees 

The  need  for  four  standing  committees  has  already  been  identified,  for  training,  standards, 
automation,  and  a  nominating  committee.  The  training  group  will  identify  the  need  for  training 
programs,  workshops,  and  institutes  aimed  at  developing  cataloging  skills  that  support  the 
program  goals  for  both  new  participants  and  for  continuing  education.  It  will  also  identify, 
develop  as  necessary,  and  promote  the  distribution  of  easy-to-use  cataloging  documentation  in 
support  of  Program  goals. 

The  standards  group  will  develop  standards  that  will  support  wide  use  of  records  in  a  cost- 
effective  manner;  work  with  the  standing  committee  on  training  to  promote  the  use  of  mutually 
accepted  standards;  and  evaluate  the  need  for  quality  standards  or  conformance  measures. 

The  standing  committee  on  automation  will  identify  automation  issues  to  be  resolved  in  order 
to  implement  the  mission  of  the  Program,  starting  with  the  automation  appendix  to  the  PCC 
Strategic  Plan.  It  will  formulate  plans  to  present  PCC  requirements  to  vendors,  elicit  support 
from  LIT  A,  and  arrange  for  LC,  OCLC,  and  RLG  to  work  together  on  the  Program’s 
automation  requirements.  Michael  Kaplan  (Harvard  University)  has  agreed  to  serve  as  the  first 
chair  of  this  committee. 

The  final  standing  committee  will  be  the  nominating  committee,  which  will  put  forward 
candidates  for  the  Executive  Committee  elections. 

Secretariat 

The  Library  of  Congress  shall  serve  as  the  Secretariat  of  the  Executive  Council  to:  facilitate  the 
operation  of  the  Council  by  maintaining  mailing  lists,  arranging  meetings,  maintaining  strategic 
plan,  preparing  ballots  and  monitoring  elections,  recording  decisions  of  the  Council,  etc.; 
process  applications  for  Program  membership;  establish  communication  mechanisms  for 
participating  libraries  via  newsletter,  electronic  mail,  listservs,  and  other  media;  oversee  the 
maintenance  of  Program  documentation;  coordinate  training  of  new  members;  serve  as  a 
clearinghouse  and  resource  for  Program  participants’  questions  on  cataloging  practice  and  policy; 
and  maintain  and  publish  Program  statistics. 

Criteria  for  Membership 

Participating  institutions  will  take  an  active  role  in  supporting  the  program  by  providing 
leadership  and  direction  from  the  participant  perspective.  They  will  share  the  vision  and  values 
of  the  program  by  creating  and  sharing  records  to  program  standards;  supporting  their  cataloging 
staff  through  training  and  professional  development;  and  participating  in  the  governance  and 
program  development,  including  participation  in  committees  or  task  groups,  assisting  with 
training  or  mentoring  other  institutions,  or  helping  with  quality  review.  All  participants  will 
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possess  the  ability  to  contribute  or  funnel  the  data  through  direct  input  or  other  electronic  means 
supported  by  the  Program. 

EXPANSION 

To  achieve  the  creation  of  an  estimated  200,000  to  600,000  authority  records  annually  and 
100,000  to  200,000  bibliographic  records  (exclusive  of  LC  contributions)  by  the  year  2000,  the 
Program  plans  as  a  first  step  to  actively  recruit  additional  NACO,  participants  and  to  convert 
NACO  members  to  Program  bibliographic  members,  since  NACO  status  will  be  a  prerequisite 
for  the  creation  of  Program  bibliographic  records.  The  suggested  criteria  for  program 
participation  include: 

•  The  capacity  to  view  an  official  online  copy  of  the  national  authority  file  and  a  means 
to  contribute  records. 

•  commitment  to  follow  mutually  agreed  upon  national  standards. 

•  commitment  of  the  needed  resources  for  initial  and  ongoing  training  (could  include  travel 
costs,  documentation,  etc.). 

•  submission  of  a  formal  application  for  participation. 

•  commitment  to  take  an  active  role  in  program  governance. 

•  commitment  to  maintain  the  expertise  of  staff  who  create  program  records. 

NEXT  STEPS 

Key  among  the  recommendations  endorsed  by  the  CCC  is  the  identification  of  a  core 
bibliographic  record  for  monographs.  A  core  bibliographic  record  will  have  all  its  access  points 
under  authority  control  and  will  contain  at  least  one  subject  heading  and  classification  number. 
Participants  can  contribute  cataloging  to  a  database  of  program  records  which  is  envisioned  to 
be  shared  among  OCLC,  RLG,  and  the  Library  of  Congress  at  the  outset;  other  nodes  may  be 
added  in  the  future.  Libraries  encountering  program  records  will  be  able  to  accept  them  without 
qualification  or  upgrade  them  as  their  resources  permit  and  local  cataloging  practices  dictate. 

To  prepare  catalogers  to  create  program  records,  LC  and  its  partners  will  revise  documentation 
such  as  the  Library  of  Congress  Rule  Interpretations  for  greater  ease  of  use.  They  will  also 
script  new  training  that  will  emphasize  training-the-trainer  techniques  and  the  use  of  cataloger 
judgment.  A  system  of  decentralized  training  will  enable  the  program  to  reach  the  broadest 
number  of  participants.  To  maximize  the  number  of  records  available  for  sharing,  the  CCC 
supported  the  formation  of  an  informal  "Foreign  MARC  Coalition"  to  provide  a  mechanism  for 
exchanging  information  and  coordinating  activities  related  to  the  acquisition,  analysis, 
conversion,  and  distribution  of  foreign  MARC  records. 
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At  the  1994  ALA  midwinter  meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  California,  the  CCC  revised  and  adopted 
a  strategic  plan  for  the  next  five  years  (1994-1999).  Included  in  this  plan  is  the  establishment 
of  several  new  task  groups. 

•  Subject  Authority  File  Task  Group,  chaired  by  Bob  Wolven  (Columbia  University), 
will  examine  recommendations  made  to  define  the  functional  requirements  and  uses  of 
the  national  subject  authority  file  and  its  relationship  to  LCSH  as  a  thesaurus. 

•  AACR2R  Code  Revision  Task  Group,  chaired  by  Barbara  Tillett  (Library  of  Congress), 
will  investigate  the  best  course  of  action  for  making  recommended  changes  to  AACR2R. 

•  Core  Bibliographic  Record  for  JACKPHY  Task  Group,  chaired  by  John  Eilts 
(Research  Libraries  Group),  will  build  on  the  work  of  the  CCC  Standards  Task  Group 
by  expanding  the  core  record  concept  to  include  records  for  work  non-Roman  scripts. 

•  Core  Bibliographic  Record  for  Music  Task  Group,  chaired  by  Joan  Schuitema 
(Northwestern  University),  will  extend  the  core  record  concept  to  the  first  of  several  non¬ 
book  formats. 

•  Series  Authority  Record  Task  Group,  chaired  by  Jane  Ciacci  (University  of  Chicago), 
will  examine  the  content  and  functional  uses  of  series  authority  records  in  the  national 
authority  file. 

In  addition,  the  Cataloger  Training  Task  Group,  which  was  formed  last  year  and  has  been 
chaired  by  Joan  Swanekamp  (Columbia  University),  has  been  asked  to  continue  its  work  to 
develop  plans  to  implement  the  many  valuable  recommendations  it  made  in  October. 

Simultaneously,  the  Cataloging  Policy  and  Support  Office  (CPSO)  of  the  Library  of  Congress, 
in  consultation  with  cooperating  libraries,  will  begin  to  simplify  and  streamline  cataloging 
documentation  used  nationwide,  such  as  the  Library  of  Congress  Rule  Interpretations, 
Descriptive  Cataloging  Manual,  and  the  Subject  Cataloging  Manual.  These  task  groups  will  be 
chaired  by  senior  cataloging  policy  specialists  Kay  Guiles,  Lynn  El-Hoshy,  Diane  Humes,  and 
Judy  Kuhagen.  The  charges  of  these  task  groups  are  included  in  the  strategic  plan  that  follows. 


David  W.  Reser 

Regional  &  Cooperative  Cataloging  Division 
Library  of  Congress 
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THE  PROGRAM  FOR  COOPERATIVE  CATALOGING 
FIVE-YEAR  STRATEGIC  PLAN  :  1994-1999 


MISSION:  In  support  of  the  need  to  provide  access  to  materials  in  libraries’  collections,  the 
program  will  seek  to  increase  the  availability  of  unique  records  created  under  mutually 
acceptable  standards,  to  facilitate  the  creation  and  use  of  these  records,  and  to  provide  leadership 
in  the  information  community. 


GOAL  1.  Together,  increase  the  timely  availability  of  bibliographic  and  authority  records 

by  cataloging  more  items,  by  producing  cataloging  that  is  widely  available  for 

sharing  and  use  by  others,  and  by  cataloging  in  a  more  cost-effective  manner. 

1.1  Increase  the  output  and  ensure  the  contribution  of  non-duplicative,  cost-effective 

cataloging. 

1.1.1  Ongoing:  Submit  all  program  bibliographic  records,  and  associated  authority 
records,  to  the  bibliographic  utility  of  choice. 

1.1.2  Task:  Devise  a  system  for  describing,  via  utility  or  system  displays,  the  nature 
of  the  content  of  dynamic  bibliographic  records  (such  as  LC/NLM/Dewey ,  or 
LCSH/MeSH/Sears). 

1.2  Increase  the  number  of  records  that  can  be  used  by  libraries  cost-effectively. 

1.2.1  Ongoing:  Consider  the  state  of  any  particular  core  record  to  be  dynamic,  with 
participants  choosing  to  use  it  as  it  is,  allowing  participants  to  incrementally  add 
only  those  data  elements  needed  by  modifying  or  enhancing  it  to  full  level. 

1.2.2  Ongoing:  Assure  that  all  access  points  in  program  records,  core  and  full  level, 
are  in  authorized  forms  and  supported  by  authority  work. 

1.2.3  Ongoing:  Expand  Anglo-American  authority  database  (LC/NACO),  comprising 
name,  series,  and  subject  headings  to  include  records  created  by  the  various 
Anglo-American  national  cataloging  agencies  (National  Library  of  Canada,  British 
Library,  National  Library  of  Australia,  etc.).  ( see  also  under  Obj.  4.2.3) 
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1.2.4  Task:  Expand  cataloging  coverage  of  materials  by  securing  additional  sources  of 
records  for  the  Anglo-American  databases,  (see  also  under  Obj.  4.1) 

1.2.5  Task:  Investigate  developing  a  central  clearinghouse  mechanism/resource  list  that 
libraries  can  utilize  for  the  cataloging  of  special  language  materials  for  which 
local  cataloging  expertise  is  lacking. 

1.2.6  Task:  Develop  an  implementation  plan  for  cataloging  multiple  versions  of  the 
same  bibliographic  item. 

1.3  Identify  the  means  to  decrease  the  costs  of  original  cataloging.  ( Many  of  the  tasks  in  this 
plan  would  help  decrease  the  costs  of  original  cataloging,  but  have  been  placed  under 
other  goals  and  objectives  where  they  are  more  appropriate,  such  as  1.2.3,  1.4.6, 1.6.4, 
2.2.9,  4.1.2,  and  the  Final  Report  of  Task  Group  1) 

1.3.1  Ongoing:  Investigate  ways  to  create  bibliographic  records  at  the  point  of 
publication:  e.g.,  encourage  LC  to  work  with  publishers  in  the  CIP  program  on 
electronic  transmission  of  manuscripts  so  that  descriptive  cataloging  information 
can  be  capitalized  on  when  a  publication  is  actually  created. 

1.3.2  Ongoing:  Continue  to  simplify  and  rationalize  LC  subject  heading  subdivision 
practice. 

1.3.3  Task:  Investigate  reconciliation  of  various  subject  thesauri  (e.g.:  LCSH,  MeSH, 
AAT1,  NAL )  by  establishing  an  interagency  Thesaurus  Review  Board.  The 
benefits  of  making  additional  files  accessible  through  the  national  authority  file 
should  be  investigated. 

1.3.4  Task:  Redefine  the  catalog  record  in  terms  of  function  and  usability  for  both  the 
cataloger  and  user  (see  also  under  Obj.  2.1.7) 

1.4-1. 5  Ensure  that  records  will  be  widely  available  quickly  and  easily.  Reduce  barriers 
created  by  the  multiple  database  environment.  (Tasks  associated  with  authority  record 
contribution  are  located  under  Obj.  1.6) 

1.4.1  Ongoing:  Tighten  distribution  timeframes  for  transfer  of  bibliographic  records  by 
using  express  mail  to  distribute  tapes  of  MARC  records,  loading  tapes  promptly, 
making  frequent  file  transfers,  etc. 

1.4.2  Ongoing:  LC  distributes  all  program  bibliographic  records  created  or  used  by  the 
Library  of  Congress  via  CDS  subscription. 
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1.4.3  Task:  Investigate  developing  a  resource  file  of  program  records  at  the  Library 
of  Congress  for  use  in  its  own  cataloging  and  as  a  tool  for  analyzing  program 
records  not  fully  distributed  via  CDS  (see  1.4.2  above).  Development  will  need 
to  include  ability  to  convert  and  batch  load  program  records  created  on  the 
utilities  (possibly  using  the  Z39.50  client/server  connection  to  MUMS). 

1.4.4  Task:  Analyze  the  file  of  program  bibliographic  records  not  distributed  via  CDS 
(see  1.4.3  above)  and  re-examine  the  impact  of  full  CDS  distribution  of  program 
records  based  on  the  analysis  of  and  in  consultation  with  the  OCLC  and  RLG 
boards. 


1.4.5  Task:  Recommend  that  bibliographic  utilities  investigate  agreements  necessary 
for  the  timely  exchange  of  program  records  between  the  program  utility  partners 
(OCLC  and  RLG)  and  LC  in  a  timely  manner  via  batch  processes  (either  tape  or 
FTP).  (Initiated;  RLG  and  OCLC  have  agreed  in  principle  to  discuss  the 
exchange  of  program  records). 

1.4.6  Task:  Investigate  development  of  a  new  model  for  bibliographic  program  record 
creation  which  allows  program  participants  to  create  records  in  their  utility  of 
choice  or  local  system  (including  LC  MUMS).  Investigate  approaches  that 
facilitate  the  batchloading  of  program  records  (via  tape  or  FTP)  from  local 
systems  to  the  national  utilities. 


1.4.7  Task:  Investigate  means  of  identifying  program  records,  both  core  and  full,  so 
that  they  may  be  distinctly  identified/characterized  as  such.  The  data  elements 
(most  likely  USMARC  ldr/17  (encoding  level),  USMARC  008/39  (cataloging 
source),  and/or  USMARC  042  (authentication  field))  should  facilitate  the 
disposition  and  management  of  records  in  databases,  (see  also  2.1.3) 

1.4.8  Task:  Recommend  that  utilities  develop  the  means  to  accept  and  load  program 
bibliographic  records  according  to  a  suggested  hierarchy: 


a.  program  full  level  record; 

b.  program  core-level  record; 

c.  non-program  records,  based  on  encoding  level. 


1.4.9  Task:  Recommend  that  utilities  participating  in  the  exchange  of  program 
bibliographic  records  develop  means  to  allow  their  program  participant  member 
libraries  to  upgrade  existing  records  to  program  status. 

1.4.10  Task:  Investigate  the  exchange  of  updated  program  bibliographic  records. 
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1.4.11  Task:  Investigate  opening  the  verification  and  upgrade  of  LC  CIP  records  to  the 
program  mechanisms.  OCLC  has  implemented  Enhance  library  upgrading  of  CIP 
records  to  enrichment  beyond  just  the  collation.  It  is  further  recommended  that 
the  distribution  process  for  these  records  incorporate  a  means  of  notifying  LC 
when  any  library  has  upgraded  one  of  LC’s  less-than-full  records,  especially  CIPs 
and  encoding  level  7s  and  5s  (the  latter  no  longer  loaded  into  OCLC). 

1.6  Ease  and  broaden  contributions  to  the  national  authority  files  (name  and  subject). 

1.6.1  Ongoing:  Participants  should  have  the  ability  to  enrich  and  upgrade  existing 
authority  records.  Provision  for  adding  additional  data  to  a  record  beyond  the 
"full"  national  standard  must  be  a  part  of  the  standards. 

1.6.2  Ongoing:  The  Library  of  Congress  shall  continue  to  be  the  "lead  agency"  in 
administering  the  national  authority  file,  and  mirrored  copies  will  reside  at  LC 
and  at  each  of  the  participating  bibliographic  utilities. 

1.6.3  Ongoing:  The  national  authority  file  should  be  easily  available  to  all  program 
members  and  should  also  be  made  available  for  use  by  non-U. S.  libraries  via 
utilities  or  CDS  subscription. 

1.6.4  Ongoing:  Encouragement  should  be  given  to  the  establishment  of  group  "funnel" 
projects  that  allow  greater  number  of  libraries  to  participate.  Expansion  of  the 
funnel  project  model  to  bibliographic  records  should  be  investigated. 

1.6.5  Task:  The  Library  of  Congress  should  investigate  alleviating  the  problems  caused 
by  maintaining  separate  Subject  and  Name  Authority  Files  in  order  to  avoid 
redundant  authority  records,  and  to  simplify  decision-making  processes  now 
required  for  determining  the  appropriate  file  in  which  to  establish  a  given 
heading.  Emphasis  should  be  placed  on  creating  proper  name  headings  in  the 
name  authority  file.  (CPSO-led  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Diane  Humes) 

1.6.6  Task:  Define  and  evaluate  the  functional  requirements  and  uses  of  the  subject 
authority  file  to  control  headings  in  the  bibliographic  file  and  its  relationship  to 
LCSH  (as  a  thesaurus),  including: 

•  maintaining  the  syndetic  structure  and  integrity  of  LCSH. 

•  evaluating  the  feasibility  and  need  for  representing  entire  character  strings 
in  the  authority  file. 

•  the  necessity  of  creating  authority  records  for  subject  subdivisions  to  allow 
for  better  online  control  of  subject  heading/subdivision  combinations. 

•  expanding  the  use  of  classification  elements  in  authority  records. 
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•  reviewing  and  making  implementation  recommendations  on  the  Airlie 
House  recommendations. 

•  investigating  the  benefits  of  not  prescribing  the  order  in  which  subject 
headings  must  appear  in  a  bibliographic  record. 

•  investigate  including  on  authority  records  for  geographic  headings  the 
form  to  be  used  in  indirect  subdivision. 

(CCC  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Bob  Wolven,  Columbia  University) 

» 

1.6.7  Task:  Adopt  a  phased  model  for  authority  record  creation  and  contribution, 
building  on  the  current  model  in  which  participants  create  name  authority  records 
in  OCLC,  RLIN,  or  MUMS  and  transmit  records  to  the  master  file  via  LSP.  The 
following  phases  are  recommended: 

1.6.7. 1  Migrate  the  authority  record  distribution  mechanism  between  LC 
and  the  utilities  from  LSP  to  FTP. 

1.6. 7.2  Investigate  capabilities  for  participants  to  create  records  in  local 
systems  with  MARC  output  for  authorities. 

1.6. 7. 3  Specify  the  work  needed  to  develop  and  maintain  loading  and 
editing  capabilities  for  authority  records  created  in  local  systems 
into  utility  authority  files  from  which  they  can  be  transferred  to  the 
master  file  and  distributed. 

1.6. 7. 4  After  successful  experiences  transferring  locally  created  authority 
records  to  the  utilities,  investigate  the  feasibility  of  direct  transfer 
from  local  systems  to  the  master  file. 

GOAL  2.  Develop  and  maintain  mutually  acceptable  standards  for  records. 

2.1  Develop  standards  that  will  support  wide  use  of  records  in  a  cost-effective  manner. 

2.1.1  Task:  Develop  a  set  of  input  and  editing  standards  for  authority  records  and 
recommend  adjustments  to  the  National  Level  Authority  Record  ( USMARC 
Authority  Format,  Appendix  A)  if  needed.  Standards  for  the  editing  of  records 
(including  addition,  deletion,  and  modification  of  fields)  need  to  be  determined 
and  documented,  with  emphasis  on  changing  authorized  heading  fields  (1XX)  as 
infrequently  as  possible. 

2.1.2  Task.  Define  the  content  and  functional  uses  of  series  authority  records  in  the 
national  authority  file.  (CCC  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Jane  Ciacci, 
University  of  Chicago) 
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2.1.3  Task:  Two  levels  of  program  bibliographic  records  should  be  recognized  for  the 
books  format:  the  currently  defined  full  level  record  and  the  proposed  core  level 
record  (as  defined  by  the  CCC  Standards  Task  Group).  Participating  institutions 
may  choose  to  catalog  at  either  level  or  they  may  use  both  levels  selectively. 
Develop  recommendation  for  MARBI  regarding  the  new  core  encoding  level,  (see 
also  1. 4. 7)  (LC  Network  Development-MARC  Standards  Office  developed  MARBI 
Discussion  Paper  no.  77  for  discussion  at  ALA  midwinter  meeting) 

2.1.4  Task:  Identify  a  standard  core  level  record  for  the  monographic  forms  of  non¬ 
book  formats,  beginning  with  the  music  format.  (CCC  task  group  formed,  chaired 
by  Joan  Schuitema,  Northwestern  University) 

2.1.5  Task:  Identify  a  standard  core  level  record  for  the  monographic  forms  of  non- 
Roman  scripts  (JACKPHY).  (CCC  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  John  Eilts, 
RLG) 

2.1.6  Task:  Coordinate  with  the  CONSER  program,  which  is  currently  considering 
definition  of  a  core  record  for  serials. 

2.1.7  Task:  Monitor  the  work  of  the  IFLA  Division  of  Bibliographic  Control  Study 
Group  on  Functional  Requirements  of  Bibliographic  Records. 

2.2  Promote  and  facilitate  the  use  of  mutually  accepted  standards. 

2.2.1  Ongoing:  Catalog  program  bibliographic  records  using  the  accepted  national 
standards. 

2.2.2  Task:  Address  inadequacies  in  AACR2R  with  expeditious  code  revisions  rather 
than  with  Library  of  Congress  Rule  Interpretations  (LCRIs).  Revisions  to  AACR2 
should  a)  emphasize  general  principles,  b)  make  rules  less  prescriptive,  and  c) 
increase  the  number  of  examples.  Investigate  the  best  course  of  action  for  making 
changes  to  AACR2R,  working  with  or  through  the  JSC.  ( Barbara  Tillett  to  form 
CCC  task  group) 

2.2.3  Task:  Until  code  revision  can  be  accomplished,  investigate  shorter-term 
simplifications  and  improvements  in  the  Library  of  Congress  Rule  Interpretations 
(the  CCC  Authorities  Task  Group  compiled  a  list  of  likely  rule  interpretations  for 
revision).  (CPSO-led  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Kay  Guiles) 
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2.2.4  Task:  Investigate  application  of  the  full  range  of  status  levels  for  authority 
records  (full,  provisional,  and  preliminary).  Documentation  and  training  should 
emphasize  these  options  (rather  than  adopting  a  "minimal-level"  encoding  level 
for  authorities). 

2.2.5  Task:  Examine  and  publicize  the  recent  simplifications  adopted  regarding  the  670 
field  (sources  found  citation)  in  authority  records.  Identify  and  document 
additional  areas  of  simplification  if  possible,  such*  as  limiting  verification  to 
source  in  hand  in  most  cases.  (CPSO-led  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Judy 
Kuhagen) 

2.2.6  Task:  Identify  areas  for  simplification  in  the  LC  Descriptive  Cataloging  Manual 
Identify  sections  which  should  be  made  available  to  program  members,  and  make 
these  areas  more  readable  and  user-friendly.  Models  are  the  CONSER  Cataloging 
Manual,  the  NACO  Participants’  Manual,  much  of  the  OCLC  documentation, 
particularly  the  style  and  examples.  (To  be  considered  by  CPSO-led  task  group 
chaired  by  Kay  Guiles  (see  2.2.3  above)) 

2.2.7  Task:  Investigate  alternative  methods  of  having  NACO  libraries  notify  LC  of 
bibliographic  file  maintenance. 

2.2.8  Task:  Investigate  improvements  in  the  display  of  authority  records  in  the  utilities 
which  would  facilitate  their  use,  such  as  display  constants  for  authority  status 
levels  (provisional,  preliminary,  or  full). 

2.2.9  Task:  Streamline  the  subject  editorial  process  so  that  participants  are  able  to 
create  subject  authority  records  in  an  LSP-like  environment,  permitting  the  online 
submission  of  proposed  subjects  and  proposed  changes  to  existing  headings  for 
editorial  review.  Investigate  improving  the  turnaround  time  for  subject  proposal 
approval.  (CPSO-led  task  group  formed,  chaired  by  Lynn  El-Hoshy) 

2.3  Evaluate  the  need  for  quality  standards  or  conformance  measures. 

2.3.1  Ongoing.  Established  controls  will  continue  to  be  used  for  authority  record 
maintenance  involving  replacing  records  online,  deletes,  and  merges  at  the 
Library  of  Congress. 

2.3.2  Ongoing.  Follow  a  distributed  quality  control  model  (i.e.,  participants  can 
upgrade/ enhance  records  and  report  problem  records).  Program  participants 
should  be  expected  to  correct  verifiable  errors  (e.g.,  mistranscriptions,  typos  or 
MARC  tagging  errors)  in  program  records  created  by  other  participants;’ they  may 
notify  other  participants  if  they  notice  an  excessive  number  of  such  errors. 
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GOAL  3.  Promote  the  values  of  timely  access  and  cost-effectiveness  in  cataloging,  and 

expand  the  pool  of  catalogers  who  catalog  to  the  mutually-accepted  standards. 

3.1  Identify  the  need  for  training  programs,  workshops,  and/or  institutes  aimed  at 

developing  cataloging  skills  that  support  the  program  goals. 

3.1.1  Task:  Develop  a  national  coordinated  catalog  librarian  training/education 
program  with  responsibility  shared  among  the  Program  for  Cooperative 
Cataloging  or  a  national  body,  participating  institutions,  and  library  schools. 

3.1.2  Task:  Identify  the  modules  or  elements  of  the  new  training  program  which  need 
to  be  developed.  Prioritize  the  resulting  list,  and  identify  resources  for  their 
development. 

3.1.3  Task:  Identify  possible  sites  for  participant  training,  such  as  local  regions,  on-site 
as  appropriate  or  through  local-regional  workshops.  Identify  where  cataloger 
training  programs  could  be  coordinated  with  other  meetings  and  programs. 

3.1.4  Task:  Investigate  need  for  periodic  updating  of  skills  at  workshops  and  seminars. 
Develop  refresher  program  for  participants  if  quality  drops,  as  determined  by  an 
inordinate  number  of  complaints  by  other  participants  or  utility  members. 

3.1.5  Task:  Develop  plan  for  train-the-trainer  programs  which  could  be  instituted 
regionally  and  in-house,  and  incorporate  methods  for  teaching  adult  learners. 

3.1.6  Task:  Recommend  that  the  ARL-OMS  (or  other  organizations)  stimulate  the 
development  of  seminars  that  address  cataloger  training  needs  and  methods. 

3.1.7  Task:  Identify  existing  prepared  scripted/packaged  training  programs  with 
training  materials  which  could  be  made  available  to  trainees  for  local  and  regional 
use;  identify  need  for  packages  not  already  developed. 

3.1.8  Task:  Investigate  need  for  ongoing  training  to  be  provided  through  a  regional 
trainer  network  to  train  new  staff  and  update  trained  staff  on  rule  changes,  etc. 

3.2  Identify,  develop  as  necessary,  and  widely  distribute  easy-to-use  cataloging  documenta¬ 

tion  in  support  of  program  goals. 

3.2.1  Ongoing:  In  the  absence  of  the  general  availability  of  high-powered,  networked 
workstations,  paper  documentation  should  continue  to  be  made  available  in 
loose-leaf  format  because  it  is  most  usable. 
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3.2.2  Task:  Develop  a  prioritized  list  for  development  of  standardized  "user-friendly" 
documentation.  Models  for  documentation  include  the  CONSER  Cataloging 
Manual ,  the  NACO  Participants’  Manual,  much  of  the  OCLC  documentation, 
particularly  the  style  and  examples.  The  new  documentation  should  integrate  rules 
and  format  where  appropriate.  Priority  should  be  given  to  areas  where  documen¬ 
tation  does  not  currently  exist. 

3.2.3  Task:  Identify  the  possible  resources  for  developing  the  documentation  identified 
in  3.2.2  above,  (see  also  5.4.2) 

3.3  Foster  cooperation  in  cataloging  training  and  sharing  of  expertise. 

3.3.1  Task:  Identify  and  recruit  trainers  from  program  institutions. 

3.3.2  Task:  Encourage  other  groups  that  provide  training  to  share  their  philosophies 
of  training. 

3.3.3  Task:  Create  an  archive  of  local  procedures  that  could  be  shared  via  FTP,  or 
other  means. 

3.3.4  Task:  Identify,  adopt,  and  promote  institutional  responsibilities. 

3.3.5  Task:  Identify,  adopt,  and  promote  library  school  responsibilities. 

GOAL  4.  Increase  the  sharing  and  use  of  foreign  bibliographic  and  authority  records. 

4.1  Identify  the  sources  of  and  increase  the  availability  of  foreign  authority  and  biblio¬ 
graphic  records. 

4.1.1  Task:  Establish  an  informal  "Foreign  MARC  Coalition"  to  provide  a  mechanism 
for  exchanging  information  related  to  the  acquisition,  analysis,  conversion,  and 
distribution  of  foreign  MARC  records.  (Foreign  MARC  Coalition  now  formed) 

4.1.2  Task.  Encourage  LC-CDS  to  investigate  expanding  current  exchange  or 
acquisition  agreements  to  include  non-book  formats,  initially  placing  emphasis  on 
the  serial  and  music  formats. 

4.1.3  Task:  Identify  and  adopt  criteria  for  evaluating  the  priorities  assigned  to  the 
acquisition  of  foreign  MARC  records  based  on  analysis  of  the  records.  (DONE) 

4.1.4  Task:  Encourage  LC-CDS  to  investigate  making  test  files  of  new  foreign  MARC 
files  available  in  advance  of  general  distribution  to  potential  subscribers. 
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4.2  Enable  and  encourage  the  use  of  authority  and  bibliographic  information  created 

outside  of  the  U.S. 

4.2.1  Task:  Urge  major  suppliers  and  users  of  records  to  adopt  and  use  USMARC  or 
UNIMARC  for  exchange  purposes,  thus  limiting  the  number  of  programs 
necessary  to  convert  records  from  other  countries  to  two  instead  of  many. 

4.2.2  Task:  Re-examine  the  possibility  of  aligning  the  USMARC  and  CAN/MARC 
formats  during  the  next  18  months. 

4.2.3  Task:  Initiate  and/or  encourage  efforts  to  promote  development  of  international 
name  authority  files  in  which  national  variants  or  different  cataloging  standards 
could  somehow  be  reflected  and  that  LC  investigate  the  possibility  of  an  "Anglo- 
American"  authority  file  with  the  National  Library  of  Canada  and  British  Library 
as  a  first  step. 

4.2.4  Task:  Encourage  more  countries  to  adopt  LCSH  as  a  standard  for  subject  analysis 
and  thereby  facilitate  the  exchange  and  use  of  bibliographic  records. 

4.2.5  Task:  Encourage  the  Library  of  Congress  to  facilitate  the  addition  of  LCSH- 
compatible  subject  authorities  to  LCSH  and  make  special  efforts  to  accommodate 
subject  heading  proposals  submitted  by  other  national  bibliographic  services. 
Investigate  adding  English  language  terms  from  the  Canadian  Supplement  to 
LCSH  as  an  immediate  step. 

4.2.6  Task:  Investigate  future  opportunities  to  develop  and  apply  programs  for  machine 
conversion  of  access  points  from  non-English  languages. 

4.2.7  Task:  Encourage  the  Anglo-American  cataloging  policy  agencies  to  resolve 
incompatibilities  by  negotiation  whenever  possible  to  arrive  at  common  cataloging 
standards,  resorting  to  machine  conversions  only  if  agreements  cannot  be  reached. 

4.2.8  Task:  Identify  and  compile  a  list  of  key  matching  fields  used  which  could  be 
shared  among  Foreign  MARC  Coalition  members  in  order  to  facilitate  the  use  of 
record  matching  programs  used  when  loading  foreign  MARC  records. 

GOAL  5.  Provide  for  ongoing  discussion,  planning,  and  operations  among  participants  in 

order  to  further  the  program’s  mission. 

5.1  Develop  an  organizational  structure  that  ensures  leadership  and  representation  from 

participants. 
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5.1.1  Ongoing:  During  a  12-18  month  transitional  period,  continue  to  use  the  current 
Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  as  the  planning  body  for  the  new  program. 

5.1.2  Ongoing:  The  Library  of  Congress  will  continue  to  provide  administrative 
support  for  the  program  during  the  transition  period. 

5.1.3  Ongoing:  Establish  ad  hoc  committees  as  appropriate. 

5.1.4  Task:  Adopt  a  governance  structure  which  has  an  executive  council  comprised 
of  representatives  from  the  Association  for  Library  Collections  &  Technical 
Services  (ALCTS),  the  Library  of  Congress,  the  National  Library  of  Canada, 
OCLC,  Inc.,  the  Research  Libraries  Group,  and  representatives  from  six  program 
partners. 

5.1.5  Task:  Establish  standing  committees  as  appropriate,  addressing  standards  and 
training  first. 

5.2  Develop  and  maintain  an  effective  planning  structure. 

5.2. 1  Task:  Establish  a  schedule  for  executive  council  meetings,  and  semi-annual  open 
meetings  to  be  held  during  ALA  meetings  for  participants  and  other  interested 
parties. 

5.3  Provide  mechanisms  to  ensure  effective  communication  among  participants  and  within 

the  library  community. 

5.3.1  Task:  Work  with  library  administrators  to  foster  effective  cataloger  training 
programs;  prepare  a  white  paper  for  library  administrators  on  the  importance  of 
authority  control  and  the  need  for  a  national  cataloger  training  program. 

5.3.2  Task:  Develop  and  implement  a  communication  plan  which  will  establish 
communication  mechanisms  for  participating  libraries  via  newsletter,  electronic 
mail,  listservs,  etc. 

5.3.3  Task.  Develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  foster  widespread  communication  beyond 
program  members  by: 

•  encouraging  outreach  to  state  and  regional  organizations. 

•  placing  articles  in  the  OCLC  or  RLG  newsletters. 

•  encouraging  outreach  to  library  schools,  etc. 


* 
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5.4  Ensure  resources  to  support  the  program. 

5.4.1  Task:  Identify  possible  sources  of  funding  for  training  sessions  and  workshops. 

5.4.2  Task:  Identify  resources  necessary  for  the  preparation  and  distribution  of 
documentation,  (see  also  3.2.3  above) 


5.5  Develop  and  implement  program  evaluation  mechanisms. 


5.6  Encourage  effective  participation. 


5.6.1 


Task:  Establish  program  participation  criteria.  Suggested  criteria  are: 

1)  View  access  (at  a  minimum)  to  an  official  online  copy  of  the  National 
Authority  File. 

2)  A  commitment  to  follow  the  mutually  agreed  upon  national  standards. 

3)  A  commitment  of  the  resources  needed  for  initial  and  ongoing  training. 

4)  Submission  of  a  formal  application  for  participation  with  the  lead  agency 
administering  the  program. 

5)  A  commitment  to  take  an  active  role  in  the  program  governance. 

6)  A  commitment  to  meet  minimum  quantity  thresholds. 


5.6.2  Task:  Establish  a  standard  application  process  for  program  participation  which 
is  clearly  articulated,  widely  publicized,  as  simple  as  possible,  and  readily 
available  (online). 


5.6.3  Task:  Expand  the  list  of  utility-partners  as  necessary  (OCLC  and  RLG  are 
founding  partners). 


5.7  Evaluate  current  programs. 


27 


TOWARDS  A  NEW  BEGINNING  IN  COOPERATIVE  CATALOGING 


Strategic  Plan  Appendix  :  CCC  Automation  Recommendations 

I.  Endorsed  actions. 

A.  Facilitate  system  interoperability. 

1.  Encourage  the  standard  use  of  USMARC  (and/or  UNIMARC). 

2.  Align  USMARC  and  CAN/MARC  formats  within  the  next  18  months. 

3.  Adopt  FTP  as  the  preferred  method  of  batch  exchange  of  records. 

4.  Encourage  the  development  of  Z39.50  client/server  capacity  by  program 
participants. 

5.  Encourage  the  development  of  TLP/Etherterm  capabilities. 

B.  Automate  as  much  of  the  cataloging  process  as  possible,  freeing  catalogers  to  concentrate 
on  the  intellectual  aspects  of  cataloging. 

1.  Expedite  the  development  of  efficient,  high-quality  cataloger  workstations  that: 

a.  Provide  as  many  cataloging  tools  as  possible  (e.g. ,  AACR2,  LCRIs,  SCM, 
LCSH,  code  lists,  LC  classification  schedules,  Dewey)  in  as  many 
automated  forms  as  possible  (e.g.,  "pop-up"  files,  CD-ROM,  gopher  files, 
online  files). 

b.  Have  word-processing  capabilities  (e.g.,  cut/paste). 

c.  Are  capable  of  windowing  (e.g.,  between  authority  and  bibliographic 
records)  and  multi-tasking. 

d.  Provide  access  to  multiple  databases  and  resource  files. 

e.  Are  capable  of  cataloger-customized  macros. 

f.  Provide  templates  or  prompt  screens  with  constant  data. 

2.  Automate  creation  of  certain  data  elements  in  bibliographic  records:  e.g., 
generate  5XX  notes  from  fixed  field  values. 
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3.  Automate  the  generation  of  possible  classification  numbers  from  subject  headings 
for  selection  and  completion  by  the  cataloged 

4.  Automate  the  creation  of  valid  authority  records  (e.g.,  1XX  generated  from 
245^c;  670  generated  from  245 4 a  and  2604c),  which  the  cataloger  can  subse¬ 
quently  enhance  to  add  information  and  references  as  necessary. 

II.  Actions  for  further  investigation. 

A.  Link  the  bibliographic  and  authority  databases  in  order  to  capitalize  on  machine 
validation  and  record  creation  capabilities. 

B.  Encourage  within  the  commercial  and  library  sectors  more  research  and  development  of 
scanning  and  digitizing  technologies.  Possible  uses  include  creation  of  preliminary  de¬ 
scriptive  cataloging  records  and  enriching  bibliographic  records  with  table  of  contents 
data. 

C.  With  commercial  sector  cooperation  when  possible,  enhance  bibliographic  records  to 
include  table  of  contents  data,  additional  subject  headings,  and  multiple  classification 
numbers. 

D.  Improve  and  expand  online  input  and  update  capabilities  for  name  and  subject  authority 
records  so  that  contribution  will  be  faster  and  easier. 

E.  Global  change  capabilities  should  be  generic  to  all  bibliographic  database  systems  to 
facilitate  database  maintenance. 

F.  The  following  USMARC  Authority  Format  elements  need  to  be  implemented  by  LC, 
utilities,  and  local  systems: 

1.  Subfield  5  in  all  fields  where  currently  defined. 

2.  Field  elements  and  variable  fields  to  support  the  creation  of  subject  subdivision 
records  (e.g.,  008/09,  18X,  48X,  58X  fields). 

3.  Heading/subdivision  linking  fields  (7XX)  to  allow  links  between  headings  in 
different  authority  files/ thesauri. 

4.  Implement/develop  capability  to  input  authority  records  in  non-Roman  scripts. 

G.  Develop  the  ability  to  load  additional  files  either  as  integrated  or  as  separate  files  (e.g., 
foreign  authority  records)  along  with  providing  the  ability  to  interface  the  files,  to 
perform  cross-file/interfile  searching,  and  to  search  the  files  as  a  single  file. 


29 


TOWARDS  A  NEW  BEGINNING  IN  COOPERATIVE  CATALOGING 


Cooperative  Cataloging  Council 
Task  Group  1  —  More,  Better,  Faster  Cheaper 
Final  Report,  29  October,  1993 


Brian  E.C.  Schottlaender  (UCLA),  Chair 
Marty  Joachim  (Indiana  University) 

Harriet  Selkowitz  (University  of  Washington) 

Pat  Thomas  (Stockton-San  Joaquin  County  Public  Library),  CCC  Liaison 
Carol  Walton  (University  of  Florida) 

PART  1:  INTRODUCTION 

To  date,  efforts  to  refine  or  expand  upon  the  national  cooperative  cataloging  initiative  have  been 
based  on  a  largely  static  model  of  the  cataloging  record.  That  is,  whether  a)  attempts  to 
coordinate  "what"  material  is  cataloged  (e.g.,  UCLA  catalogs  Armenian;  Texas  catalogs  Latin 
American;  Harvard  catalogs  CJK;  etc.)  or  b)  attempts  to  legislate  "how"  material  is  cataloged 
(e.g.,  NCCP  (which  includes  elements  of  (a)  as  well)),  these  efforts  have  usually  been  predicated 
upon  the  belief  that  if  we  would  all  just  create  "full"  cataloging  records,  and  put  them  in  "the 
national  database,"  cataloging  would  be  a  much  easier  (and  better  and  faster)  thing.  In  the 
opinion  of  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  Task  Group  1  (TGI),  such  efforts  have  either  not 
gotten  off  the  ground  at  all  or  have  failed  because  they  have  paid  insufficient  attention  to  the  fact 
that  local  circumstances-from  academic  programs  to  library  staffing  to  library  funding  to  the 
specific  nature  of  particular  local  catalogs  and  their  demands/capabilities— do,  and  must ,  drive 
local  cataloging  decisions.  That  is,  they  fail  because  they  are  based  on  the  belief  (or  hope)  that 
any  library  can,  and  will,  create  a  cataloging  record  that  will  be  fully  usable  by  all  other 
libraries.  In  fact,  no  single  library  can  create  such  a  cataloging  record.  Or,  perhaps  more 
accurately,  it  won’t— nor  should  it  be  expected  to. 

One  of  the  basic  tenets  of  the  CONSER  program — the  most  successful  of  the  cooperative 
efforts— is  that  the  cataloging  record  is  dynamic,  not  static.  Rather  than  focusing  on  cooperative 
cataloging,  CONSER  has  focused  on  cataloging  cooperatively,  if  you  will:  on  the  cooperative 
creation  and  maintenance  of  cataloging  records.  CONSER  views  the  cataloging  process  as  an 
inherently  iterative  one. 

TGI  likewise  subscribes  to  this  view.  We  believe  that  the  cataloging  community  should  be 
putting  its  efforts  into  fostering  an  environment  in  which  cataloging  records  are  "vouched  for" 
or  authenticated  and  made  part  of  the  national  database  for  subsequent  use  and  emendation  as 
necessary.  All  data  should  be  accurately  recorded  for  inclusion  in  the  national  database. 
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Subsequent  use  and  emendation,  in  turn,  would  be  facilitated  by  the  establishment  of  a  series  of 
record  statuses,  which  describe  the  type  of  authenticated  data  included  in  records. 

PART  2:  RECOMMENDATIONS 

I.  GENERAL 

1.  Create  a  single  Anglo-American  bibliographic  database,  comprising  records  from  the 
various  Anglo-American  utilities  (OCLC,  RLIN,  UTLAS,  WLN). 

2.  Create  a  single  Anglo-American  authority  database,  comprising  name,  series,  and  subject 
headings  created  by  the  various  Anglo-American  national  cataloging  agencies  (LC / 
NACO/NLC/BL/NLA/etc.). 

3.  Link  the  bibliographic  and  authority  databases  in  order  to  capitalize  on  machine 
validation  and  record  creation  capabilities. 

4.  Automate  as  much  of  the  cataloging  process  as  possible,  freeing  catalogers  to  concentrate 
on  the  intellectual  aspects  of  cataloging. 

5.  Treat  bibliographic  and  authority  records  as  dynamic  products  of  an  iterative  process. 
Devise  a  system  for  describing,  via  record  status  codes,  the  nature  of  particular  product 
iterations  from,  e.g.,  "machine-generated"  through  "fully  validated"  for  authority 
records,  and,  e.g.,  "descriptive  data  only"  through  "LC/NLM/Dewey  -  LCSH/MeSH/ 
Sears"  for  bibliographic  records. 

6.  Submit  all  program  bibliographic  records,  and  associated  authority  records,  to  the 
Anglo-American  databases. 

7.  Create  an  authority  record,  of  some  kind,  for  every  name/ series/ subject  access  point  in 
a  bibliographic  record;  code  each  access  point  in  a  bibliographic  record  to  indicate  that 
an  authority  record  is  available. 

8.  Expand  monetary  incentives  from  the  bibliographic  utilities  for  the  creation  and 
maintenance  of  authority  records. 

9.  With  commercial  sector  cooperation  when  possible,  enhance  bibliographic  records  to 
include  table  of  contents  data,  additional  subject  headings,  and  multiple  classification 
numbers. 
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10.  Expand  cataloging  coverage  of  materials  by  a)  securing  additional  sources  of  records  for 
the  Anglo-American  databases  (with  appropriate  record  statuses,  rather  than  segregated 
files),  and  b)  developing  central  resources/sites  that  libraries  can  utilize  for  the  cataloging 
of  special  language  materials  for  which  local  cataloging  expertise  is  lacking. 

11.  Investigate  ways  to  create  bibliographic  records  at  the  point  of  publication:  e.g., 
encourage  LC  to  work  with  publishers  in  the  CIP  program  on  electronic  transmission  of 
manuscripts  so  that  descriptive  cataloging  information  can  be  capitalized  on  when  a 
publication  is  actually  created. 

12.  Revise  AACR2  to  a)  emphasize  general  principles,  b)  make  rules  less  prescriptive,  and 
c)  increase  the  number  of  examples. 

13.  Address  inadequacies  in  AACR2  with  expeditious  code  revision  rather  than  with  LCRls. 

14.  Emphasize  consistency  in  the  authority  control  process;  de-emphasize  consistency  in  the 
descriptive  cataloging  process. 

II.  SPECIFIC 

A.  CATALOGING 

1 .  Prescribe  the  chief  source  of  information  for  the  title  and  statement  of  responsibility  area 
only. 

2.  Revise  the  rules  (and  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  LCRls )  governing  the  publication, 
distribution,  etc.  area  so  that  they  are  less  prescriptive  as  to  the  form  in  which 
information  can  be  recorded. 

3.  Revise  the  rules  (and  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  LCRls)  governing  the  physical 
description  area  for  monographs. 

4.  Revise  the  rules  (and  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  LCRls )  governing  the  choice  of  main 
entry  for  corporate  bodies  and  conference  publications. 

5.  Revise  the  rules  (and  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  LCRls)  governing  notes  in  the 
bibliographic  record  so  that  they  are  less  prescriptive  as  to  order  and  phrasing. 

6.  Revise  the  rules  (and  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  LCRls)  governing  added  entries  in  the 
bibliographic  record  so  that  they  are  less  prescriptive  as  to  order.  v 
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7.  Catalog  multiple  versions  of  the  same  bibliographic  item  using  a  single  bibliographic 
record  and  multiple,  linked  300s,  533s,  and  539s. 

8.  Do  not  prescribe  the  order  in  which  subject  headings  must  appear  in  a  bibliographic 
record.  Provide  explicit  links  between  a  classification  number  and  the  subject  heading 
which  generated  it  (e.g.,  subfield,  or,  indicator  coding). 

B.  AUTHORITY  CONTROL 

1.  Facilitate  contribution  to  the  Anglo-American  authority  file  by  considering  authority 
records  to  be  dynamic,  spanning  a  range  from  unvalidated  headings  (including  those 
machine-generated)  to  fully  validated  headings,  coded  as  appropriate. 

2.  Permit  assignment  of  record  validation  status  via  "self-authentication." 

3.  Continue  to  simplify  and  rationalize  LC  subject  heading  subdivision  practice. 

4.  Facilitate  reconciliation  of  various  subject  thesauri  (e.g.:  LCSH,  MeSH,  AAT)  by 
establishing  an  interagency  Thesaurus  Review  Board. 

5 .  Include  all  authorized  subject  heading  terms  in  the  Anglo-American  authority  file;  include 
classification  in  subject  heading  authority  records. 

6.  Be  less  prescriptive  about  the  kinds  of  cross-references  that  can  and  cannot  be  added  to 
authority  records. 

7.  Include  in  authority  records  for  geographic  headings  the  form  of  the  heading  when  used 
as  a  subdivision. 

C.  AUTOMATION 

1.  Expedite  development  of  the  cataloger’s  workstation,  including  making  as  many 
cataloging  tools  as  possible— e.g.,  AACR2,  Dewey,  LCCS,  LCSH— available  in  as  many 
automated  forms  as  possible— e.g.,  CD-ROM,  gopher  files,  online  files. 

2.  Automate  creation  of  certain  data  elements  in  bibliographic  records:  e.g. ,  drive  notes  off 
of  fixed  field  values. 

3.  Automate  the  generation  of  possible  classification  numbers  from  subject  headings,  with 
selection  and  completion  of  one  by  the  cataloger. 
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4.  Automate  the  creation  of  an  authority  record  (e.g.,  1XX  =  245  =j=c;  670  =  100/245 
4=  a/260  4=c)  when  the  cataloger  has  determined  that  no  cross-references  or  additional 
information  are  needed,  or  has  insufficient  information  to  create  a  validated  heading. 

5.  Enhance  record  creation  in  or  contribution  to  the  Anglo-American  databases:  e.g.:  win¬ 
dowing  between  authority  and  bibliographic  files;  cut  and  paste  capabilities;  FTP; 
macros;  and  templates  and/or  constant  data  supplied. 

» 

6.  Enhance  maintenance  and  upgrade  of  the  Anglo-American  databases  by  facilitating  FTP 
or  batchload  capabilities  for  additions  to  or  changes  of  records. 

7.  Enhance  machine-driven  record  validation  in  the  Anglo-American  databases. 

8.  Facilitate  system  interoperability  by  encouraging  standard  use  of  USMARC. 

9.  Encourage,  within  the  commercial  and  library  sectors,  more  research  and  development 
of  scanning  and  digitizing  technologies  possible  uses:  preliminary  descriptive  cataloging, 
table  of  contents  data. 

PART  3:  VIVID  DESCRIPTION 

The  work  of  a  cataloger  in  the  environment  envisioned  by  TGI  typically  takes  place  at  a 
microcomputer-based  workstation  with  sophisticated  word  processing/editing  capabilities.  The 
workstation  will  connect  to  the  local  online  bibliographic  database,  as  well  as  to  a  local  CD- 
ROM  network  containing  various  electronic  cataloging  tools.  Internet  or  modem  connections  to 
the  shared  national  bibliographic  and  authority  databases  (name,  series,  and  subject)  will  be 
available  from  this  same  workstation.  Windowing  capabilities  will  permit  simultaneous  viewing 
of  different  records  or  record  components  for  ease  of  comparison  and  transfer  of  data.  The  local 
and  national  systems  will  support  menu  and  command-driven  interfaces  and  a  graphical  user 
interface,  adaptable  to  individual  or  institutional  preferences  or  limitations. 

Within  such  an  environment,  Library  A,  a  prominent  medical  library,  acquires  a  new  medical 
reference  text  on  heart  disease.  The  publication  is  available  in  a  traditional  print  format  and  also 
in  the  form  of  an  interactive  datafile  to  be  run  on  a  microcomputer.  Library  A  acquires  the  text 
in  both  the  print  and  computer-based  formats. 

Library  A  s  cataloger  ascertains  that  the  bibliographic  information  for  both  formats  is  the  same 
and  toggles  over  to  (or  highlights  the  window  of)  the  national  bibliographic  database  to  see  if 
another  institution  has  already  cataloged  the  title.  Not  finding  a  matching  bibliographic  record, 
the  cataloger  opens  up  a  blank  workform  in  his  local  system.  In  the  national  files,  he  performs 
an  authority  search  on  the  author  of  the  text,  as  well  as  on  the  institute  that  supported  the 
research  and  development  of  the  text.  He  finds  an  authority  record  for  the  personal  author  but 
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none  for  the  corporate  body.  The  cataloger  highlights  or  selects  the  100  field  of  the  authority 
record  and  copies  or  transfers  it  into  the  100  field  of  the  blank  workform  in  the  local  database. 
Either  by  direct  keying  or  scanning,  he  enters  the  245  and  260  fields.  He  creates  two  separate 
300  fields  to  represent  the  different  formats,  coding  them  appropriately  to  display  in  the  local 
system  and  to  match  up  with  the  corresponding  5XX  fields  for  the  different  versions. 

The  cataloger  then  accesses  the  authority  file  again,  in  search  of  appropriate  subject  headings 
and  a  classification  number.  Library  A  utilizes  MeSH  and  the  cataloger  determines  that  one  of 
the  headings  should  be  "Heart  Diseases."  Using  the  highlighting/copying  capability,  he  copies 
the  subject  heading  into  a  650  _2  field  of  the  bibliographic  workform.  A  range  of  NLM 
classification  numbers  appears  as  part  of  the  subject  authority  record  and  the  cataloger  accesses 
the  electronic  NLM  schedule  on  the  local  CD-ROM  network  to  examine  the  available  options. 
Based  on  the  information  in  the  schedule  and  on  a  call  number  search  in  his  local  system,  the 
cataloger  proceeds  to  enter  an  096  field  in  the  bibliographic  workform. 

After  completing  subject  analysis  and  classification  work,  the  cataloger  consults  the  electronic 
AACR2  on  the  local  CD-ROM  network  to  determine  the  proper  form  of  entry  for  the  sponsoring 
institute  and  enters  the  name  heading  in  a  710  field  on  the  workform.  Because  this  title  has  been 
identified  as  a  rush  cataloging  item  for  this  library,  he  does  not  have  more  time  to  research  the 
institute.  He  calls  up  a  blank  name  authority  workform  in  the  national  authority  database  and 
transfers  in  the  name  heading  from  his  workform,  coding  the  authority  record  as  a  provisional 
heading.  The  670  field  for  the  authority  record  is  system-supplied  from  the  100/245/260  fields 
of  the  bibliographic  record  in  progress.  After  determining  that  the  bibliographic  workform  meets 
local  and  national  standards,  the  cataloger  enters  it  in  his  local  system  and  completes  local 
holdings  work  for  both  versions  of  the  title.  He  then  issues  a  "new"  command  that  initiates  an 
FTP  or  other  electronic  transfer  of  the  newly-created  bibliographic  record  into  the  national 
bibliographic  database,  with  record  status  N  (NLM/MeSH). 

The  following  day,  Library  B  acquires  the  print  version  of  the  same  title.  Staff  find  the  available 
record  in  the  national  database,  transfer  the  record  into  the  local  system  and  pass  the  book  on 
to  a  cataloger  for  review.  Library  B  has  sophisticated  scanning  equipment  and  the  cataloger 
scans  table  of  contents  information  into  a  505  field  of  the  record.  Library  B  is  a  large  academic 
library  which  utilizes  the  Library  of  Congress  classification  and  subject  headings.  Following  the 
same  procedures  as  the  cataloger  from  Library  A,  Library  B’s  cataloger  determines  the 
appropriate  headings  and  classification  and  adds  an  090  field  and  650  _0  headings  in  the  record 
in  her  local  system.  She  notes  the  lack  of  consistency  between  the  MeSH  heading  "Heart 
Diseases"  and  the  LC  heading  "Heart  Diseases"  and  copies  both  authority  records  into  the 
text  of  an  electronic  mail  message  to  the  Thesaurus  Review  Board  for  discussion  and  resolution. 

The  cataloger  at  Library  B  also  has  another  title  from  the  same  sponsoring  institute  and  decides 
to  upgrade  the  provisional  authority  record  created  by  the  first  cataloger  to  include  a  410  and 
another  670  field  and  change  its  status  to  reflect  that  it  has  been  evaluated  and  upgraded.  After 
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she  has  added  everything  she  wants  to  the  bibliographic  record  in  her  local  database,  she  issues 
an  "add"  command  which  initiates  an  FTP  or  other  electronic  transfer  of  the  enhanced  record 
from  her  local  system  to  the  national  bibliographic  database.  The  "add"  command  adds  new  data 
to  the  record  (without  changing  or  deleting  any  of  the  existing  data),  and  supplies  the  additional 
status  L  (LC/LCSH).  If  necessary,  a  "replace"  command  would  allow  her  to  correct 
typographical  or  other  errors.  Before  she  completes  her  work  in  the  local  database,  she  is  careful 
to  change  the  coding  of  the  300  field  for  the  computer-based  version  so  that  it  will  not  become 
part  of  the  public  display  in  her  local  catalog. 

Library  C,  a  large  public  library  in  a  metropolitan  area,  also  acquires  the  print  version  of  the 
text.  Utilizing  a  similar  workstation  and  following  the  same  procedures,  the  cataloger  from 
Library  C  will  add  the  appropriate  Sears  headings  and  Dewey  classification  number  to  the  record 
in  the  national  bibliographic  database,  and  supply  the  additional  status  D  (Dewey/Sears). 
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Task  Group  2  —  Availability  and  Distribution  of  Program  Records 
Final  Report,  October  29,  1993 


Michael  Kaplan  (Harvard  University),  Chair 
Ichiko  Morita  (Ohio  State  University) 

Carlen  Ruschoff  (Georgetown  University) 

Marti  Scheel  (National  Library  of  Medicine) 

Linda  West  (Harvard  University),  CCC  Liaison 

I.  GOALS 

A.  Ensuring  that  records  will  be  widely  available  quickly  and  easily. 

B.  Reducing  barriers  created  by  the  multiple  database  environment. 

II.  ASSUMPTIONS 

A.  Timely  access  in  national  bibliographic  databases  is  a  prime  goal.  Bibliographic  and 
authority  records  should  all  be  accessible  nationally  within  48-72  hours  of  cataloging. 
Titles  cataloged  for  the  program  will  be  searched  in  the  national  database  before 
cataloging,  as  will  headings  needing  authority  records.  Delays  in  dispatching  or  loading 
records  will  lead  to  duplication  and  wasted  efforts  and  may  require  the  development  of 
extensive  and  expensive  de-duping  mechanisms,  which  should  be  avoided. 

B.  Access  and  distribution  will  be  most  timely  if  work  is  done  directly  online  in  the  national 
utilities.  Multiple  modes  of  participation— online  in  the  utilities,  local  systems,  including 
the  Library  of  Congress  system,  MUMS— should  be  permitted,  but  TG2  feels  that 
ultimately  the  most  effective  program  participation  will  be  encouraged  by  a  program  built 
around  local  systems.  Permitting  work  to  be  done  in  local  systems  will  encourage 
participation.  Participating  institutions  will  be  able  to  leverage  investments  in  local 
systems  and  catalogers’  workstations  which  can  be  combined  for  maximum  productivity. 
Some  institutions  will  participate  only  if  and  when  local  systems  can  be  the  means  of 
contributing  records. 

C.  FTP  will  be  the  best  record  exchange  mechanism.  Tape  is  too  unwieldy  and  slow  to 
achieve  timeliness.  LSP  will  be  used  short-term  for  authority  records,  but  FTP  should 
be  used  within  12-18  months.  Authority  and  bibliographic  records  will  require  separate 
FTP  files. 
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D.  MUMS  is  a  local  system  serving  LC.  Its  file  is  not  the  national  database.  Not  all  of  LC’s 
cataloging  records  qualify  as  program  records.  In  a  successful  NCCP  program,  LC’s 
cataloging  would  be  considered  a  subset,  albeit  a  large  subset,  of  the  NCCP  program. 

III.  APPROACH 

A.  Time-frame  for  long-term  objectives:  12-18  months  and  beyond. 

B.  Consider  authority  and  bibliographic  records  separately. 

IV.  AUTHORITY  RECORDS 

A.  Assumptions: 

1 .  Current  climate  of  discussions  seems  to  be  leading  to  the  concept  of  exchanging 
authority  records  on  an  international  level  and  to  the  creation  of  an  International 
Anglo-American  Authority  File. 

2.  Authority  records  will  be  established  only  after  searching  against  the  master  file. 

3.  LSP  will  continue  to  be  a  fact-of-life  for  short-term,  limiting  participation  by 
institutions  that  will  not  commit  to  NACO  work  in  MUMS  or  LSP  environment. 

B.  Recommendations: 

1.  TG2  feels  strongly  that  the  strategic  relationships  inherent  in  the  realization  of  an 
international  authority  file  indicate  that  a  single,  master  authority  file  should  be 
our  goal.  TG2  recommends  that  authority  records  can  be  created  in  a  number  of 
locations  (local  systems,  MUMS,  utilities)  but  then  should  be  sent  directly  to  the 
master  file.  They  should  then  be  distributed  from  that  master  file. 

2.  TG2  recommends  that  the  central  file  be  located  at  LC.  LC  still  contributes  70% 
of  authority  records,  and  current  distribution  mechanisms,  when  replaced  by  FTP 
and  augmented  by  new  venues  for  the  creation  of  authority  records,  can  continue. 

3.  Recommended  model  for  authority  record  creation  and  exchange: 

a.  We  anticipate  that  most  participants  will  prefer  to  create  authority  records 
in  local  systems,  which  will  send  records  daily  via  FTP  to  the  master  file. 

b.  Libraries  that  want  to  make  use  of  MUMS  or  to  create  authority  records 
on  the  utilities  could  continue  to  do  so. 
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c.  The  master  file  should  load  incoming  FTP  files  within  24  hours  of  receipt 
and  then  transmit  them  to  any  institution  or  utility  which  wants  them 
within  a  further  24  hours. 

d.  Utilities  should  aim  to  load  the  records  within  a  final  24  hour  period. 

e.  Our  overall  goal  should  then  be  a  maximum  of  72  hours  from  the  point 
of  original  output.  More  frequent  transmission,  particularly  between  the 
central  site  and  the  utilities,  and  more  frequent  loading  at  both  ends, 
should  be  encouraged. 

f.  Libraries  that  cannot  output  FTP  files  directly  could  do  their  authority 
work  on  the  utilities,  which  would  then  transfer  records  to  the  master  file. 
We  do  not  consider  FTP  from  local  systems  to  utilities  to  the  master  file 
to  be  an  acceptable  routing. 

C.  Development  required,  for  LC,  national  utilities,  local  systems:  ability  to  FTP  authority 
records  in  USMARC  format  between  local  systems  and  the  master  file  and  between  the 
master  file  and  utilities  and  other  service  agencies. 

D.  Advantages  and  rationale: 

1.  Placement:  development  of  the  master  file  needs  a  central,  internationally 
recognized  body  to  serve  as  its  host. 

2.  Operations:  configuration  mirrors  the  current  LSP  distribution  channel,  but 
methods  of  data  input  and  distribution  differ,  opening  up  program  to  various 
modes  of  participation. 

3.  Single  master  file  eliminates  potential  problems  inherent  in  creation  of  multiple 
files  with  competing  levels  of  authoritativeness. 

4.  However  authority  records  are  created  and  distributed,  their  national  availability 
should  not  fall  behind  that  of  the  associated  bibliographic  records.  Catalogers  and 
local  systems  should  not  dawdle  in  the  creation  of  authority  records  or  hold  onto 
them  once  created.  The  creation  process  should  be  tightly  compacted  chronologi¬ 
cally  and  integrated  with  the  distribution  process.  Daily  transmission  should  be 
the  rule  for  participants. 
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V.  BIBLIOGRAPHIC  RECORDS 

A.  Assumptions: 

1.  Short-term: 

a.  NCCP  records  continue  to  be  created  in  bibliographic  utilities— both  with 
original  contributions  and  by  editing  pre-existing  records— and  in  MUMS 
both  by  LC  and  non-LC  users. 

b.  NCCP  records  continue  to  be  distributed  and  exchanged  by  tape  and  by 
FTP,  with  LC  distributing  both  original  records  it  and  NCCP  libraries 
create  in  MUMS  and  pre-existing  records  LC  itself  uses  for  copy 
cataloging  purposes. 

2.  Long-term: 

a.  The  bibliographic  community  needs  to  transcend  issues  of  "ownership"  of 
bibliographic  records. 

b.  Move  to  FTP  as  preferred  method  of  distribution. 

c.  Input  on  bibliographic  utilities  makes  a  record  publicly  available  soonest, 
but  this  advantage  needs  to  be  balanced  with  advantages  of  working  in 
local  systems. 

B.  Recommendations: 

1.  Short-term: 

a.  Use  express  mail  for  NCCP  tape  exchange. 

b.  Tighten  distribution  timeframes,  with  more  frequent  transfers  and  shorter 
lag  times. 

c.  Aim  to  generate/deliver/load  NCCP  tapes  within  maximum  of  two  weeks. 

2.  Long-term:  phase  out  tape  in  favor  of  FTP. 

C.  Recommended  Distribution  Model— the  Bibliographic  Utility  Model. 

1.  Transfer  circuit  is  (1)  between  the  institution  and  a  utility  and  (2)  between 
utilities,  with  no  central  NCCP  distribution  node. 
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2.  Records  created  in  many  locations:  on  local  systems,  including  LC  or  non-LC 
libraries  in  MUMS,  and  on  utilities. 

3.  Records  sent  daily  by  FTP  to  a  primary  utility  when  cataloging  not  done  "online" 
in  the  utility.  This  includes  all  records  done  in  local  systems  (including  MUMS). 

4.  Records  exchanged  between/among  utilities  on  a  daily  basis. 

D.  Bibliographic  Utility  Model— Recommendations. 

1 .  Utilities  must  move  expeditiously  to  negotiate  an  exchange  of  all  NCCP  records 
between/among  themselves.  RLG/OCLC  exchange  of  CJK  records  can  serve  as 
a  model. 

E.  Bibliographic  Utility  Model— Development  required. 

1.  CCC  should  identify  the  NCCP  utility-partners.  OCLC  and  RLG  are  represented 
on  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council.  Are  there  other  "core"  utilities  that  we 
should  try  to  involve  in  the  exchange  of  records?  WLN  and  ISM  are  the  obvious 
candidates  since  the  addition  of  these  two  would  enable  NCCP  to  be  extended  to 
most  North  American  libraries  and  to  complement  the  movement  toward  an 
Anglo-American  authority  file. 

2.  All  utilities  participating  in  NCCP  program  record  exchange  will  develop  means 
(1)  to  allow  their  member  libraries  to  upgrade  existing  records  to  NCCP  status 
and  (2)  to  exchange  them.  As  we  see  acquisition/vendor/foreign  MARC  records 
appearing  in  the  databases  (directly  or  in  ancillary  files),  the  ability  to  migrate 
and  upgrade  these  records  will  become  even  more  crucial. 

3.  Utilities  need  to  develop  the  means  to  accept  and  load  NCCP  program  records 
according  to  a  hierarchy  (detailed  in  Recommendation  6B1). 

4.  Advantages: 

a.  Records  appear  in  the  national  utilities  sooner  than  in  other  possible 
distribution  modes.  While  some  institutions  have  indicated  that  an  elapsed 
time  of  two  weeks  from  creation  to  appearance  in  the  national  utilities  is 
acceptable,  TG2  prefers  a  tighter  time  frame.  Since  these  records  will  be 
going  only  to  the  national  utilities,  the  utilities  will  have  to  perform 
duplicate  detection  and  resolution  on  them.  They  possess  the  appropriate 
mechanisms,  but  a  compact  chronological  scheme  helps  avoid  duplicative 
cataloging  efforts. 
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b.  LC  does  not  have  to  undertake  development  work  that  would  be  required 
if  bibliographic  records  were  to  pass  through  MUMS  or  CDS. 

c.  Program  is  subsidized  decentrally  by  participants,  and  libraries  can  choose 
whether  to  seek  utility  credits  by  working  directly  online. 

d.  Libraries  can  set  their  holdings  at  the  same  time  as  they  contribute  their 
records  to  their  primary  utility. 

5.  Disadvantages: 

a.  Inter-utility  agreements  are  necessary. 

b.  Many  distribution  paths  exist  and  complex  file  exchange  routes  are 
required. 

c.  NCCP  records  will  not  be  distributed  as  widely  as  would  be  possible  if 
CDS  distributed  them,  though  libraries  can  access  them  by  joining 
cooperating  utilities. 

d.  LC  has  access  to  national  program  records  only  by  recourse  to  a  utility. 

6.  APPEARANCE  OF  NCCP  RECORDS  IN  UTILITY  DATABASES 

A.  Assumptions: 

1 .  We  need  to  define  the  relationship  of  NCCP  records  to  other  records  for  the  same 
piece  in  order  to  give  guidance  on  how  program  records  should  be  treated  relative 
to  these  other  records.  If  TGl’s  concept  of  continuous  improvement  or  evolution 
of  program  records  is  accepted,  then  we  need  further  to  give  guidance  on 
exchange  of  updated  records. 

2.  Fundamental  value  lies  in  fullness  of  the  records  and  in  their  easy  identification 
as  NCCP  records. 

3.  NCCP  records  should  be  created,  distributed  and  loaded  as  encoding  level 
"blank"  records. 
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B.  Recommendations: 

1.  For  purposes  of  display  in  utility  databases  a  hierarchy  of  record  values  should 
be  established: 

a.  Full  LC  or  NCCP  records  (encoding  level  "blank")  should  be  accorded  the 
highest  level. 

b.  Second  tier  of  records  is  LC  CIP. 

c.  Third  tier  is  full  member  records  (on  OCLC  =  encoding  level  "I"),  NAL, 
NLC,  and  NLM. 

d.  Below  that  are  all  other  records.  We  are  not  attempting  to  differentiate 
between  less-than-full  member  records,  LC  5  or  7s,  UKM,  etc. 

In  this  hierarchy  we  propose  to  exploit  NAL,  NLM,  or  NLC  records  primarily  for  their 
specialized  fields  (e.g.,  key  numbers,  call  numbers,  subject  headings). 

2.  Utilities  can  utilize  program  records,  especially  corrected  or  reissued  records,  as 
their  database  requirements  dictate.  Program  records  should  be  re-exchanged 
when  upgraded,  particularly  when  specialized  fields  are  added  (as  above),  but 
utility-specific  versions  of  program  records  will  not  be  identical  since  utilities 
perform  manipulations  and  corrections  (e.g.,  global  changes  to  headings)  on 
records  even  now  on  an  ongoing  basis.  No  attempt  need  be  made  to  keep 
utility-specific  versions  in  synchronization. 

3.  Verification  and  upgrade  of  LC  CIP  records  be  open  to  the  NCCP  mechanisms. 
OCLC  is  currently  investigating  opening  up  the  CIP  record  to  enrichment  beyond 
just  the  collation.  We  suggest  that  this  might  be  an  appropriate  means  to  relieve 
LC  and  NLM  of  the  burden  of  verifying  and  upgrading  CIP  records. 

4.  Application  of  our  recommendations  falls  into  2  parts,  depending  whether  they 
target  a  "master  record"  database  (e.g.,  OCLC)  or  a  "cluster  record"  database 
(e.g.,  RLIN). 

a.  "Master  record"  databases: 

•  Retain  first  full  LC  or  NCCP  record.  Augment  with  certain 
unrepresented  tag  groups  from  other  records. 
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•  Overlay  less-than-full  (e.g.,  encoding  levels  8,  7,  5,  2,  1,  and 
OCLC  K,  M,  L)  records  and  full  member  records  (OCLC  I),  but 
retain  certain  unrepresented  tag  groups  if  not  present  on  the  NCCP 
record.  Do  not  attempt  character  string  match,  or  retention  of  tag 
groups  from  records  with  the  larger  number  of  fields  within  a  tag 
group. 

b.  "Cluster  record"  databases: 

•  Make  first  full  LC  or  NCCP  record  the  primary  cluster  member. 

•  Make  any  later  LC  or  NCCP  record  a  secondary  cluster  member. 

D.  Development  required: 

1.  Utilities  must  develop  means  to  accept  and  load  records  upgraded  by  NCCP 
libraries  according  to  a  hierarchy. 

2.  OCLC  will  have  to  develop  authorization  level  consistent  with  input  of  encoding 
level  "blank"  records. 


We  further  recommend  that  the  distribution  process  for  these  records  incorporate  a  means 
of  notifying  LC  when  any  library  has  upgraded  one  of  LC’s  less-than-full  records, 
especially  CIPs,  and  encoding  level  7s  and  5s  (the  latter  no  longer  loaded  into  OCLC). 
This  might  be  a  useful  step  toward  developing  a  standing  notification  service  on  the 
national  utilities.  We  envision  this  as  a  service  in  which  the  utilities  provide  cataloging 
copy  (in  batch  mode)  to  libraries  that  have  provided  them  with  provisional  records. 
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I.  GOAL/OBJECTIVE 

From  National  Cooperative  Cataloging  Program  Goals  and  Objectives: 

Goal  1.  Together,  increase  the  timely  availability  of  bibliographic  and  authority  records 
by  cataloging  more  items,  by  producing  cataloging  that  is  widely  available  for 
sharing  and  use  by  others,  and  by  cataloging  in  a  more  cost-effective  manner. 

Objective  1.6.  Ease  and  broaden  contributions  to  the  national  authority  files  (name  and 

subject). 

II.  APPROACH 

A.  The  Task  Group  on  Authorities  would  like  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  to  assure 
an  orderly  approach  to  changing  the  way  in  which  contributions  are  made  to  the  national 
authority  file.  A  system  for  change  must  be  developed  that  will  include  guidelines  on: 

-  governance 

-  training 

-  standards 

-  documentation 

B.  The  issue  of  quality  control  must  be  addressed,  as  we  have  found  this  to  be  an  extremely 
important  concern  for  all  prospective  contributors.  (See  also  Section  IV. E.) 
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III.  WHAT  IS  THE  NATIONAL  AUTHORITY  FILE? 

A.  The  national  authority  file  should  include  records  for  headings  for  names,  series,  uniform 
titles,  and  subjects. 

B.  A  national  authority  file  must  support  multiple  uses,  including: 

•  use  for  unique  identification  and  differentiation  between  headings. 

•  use  for  collocation  functions. 

•  use  for  syndetic  structure. 

•  use  for  machine- validation  and  manipulation  of  records. 

•  reference  use  of  information  found  in  records. 

•  use  by  cataloging  units  to  easily  identify  the  level  of  completeness  of  a  record  and 
the  source,  to  determine  the  usefulness  of  that  record  for  in-house  files. 

C.  The  national  authority  file  must  not  be  proprietary  to  the  Library  of  Congress  or  any  one 
institution  in  that  it  should  be  freely  available  to  all  users. 

D.  There  should  be  a  "lead  agency"  which  will  administer  the  national  authority  file,  and 
copies  will  reside  at  the  Library  of  Congress  and  at  each  of  the  bibliographic  utilities. 
The  files  should  be  synchronized,  so  that  copies  are  identical  and  current.  Distribution 
of  the  national  authority  file  records  should  preserve  or  improve  upon  the  efficiencies  of 
the  current  method  now  managed  by  the  Library  of  Congress.  Subscriptions  should 
continue  to  be  available  for  the  national  authority  file  records  and  updates.  (See  also 
Section  IV. B  Governance.) 

E.  The  national  authority  file  should  be  available  for  use  by  non-U. S.  libraries. 

F.  The  file  should  include  foreign  resource  authority  files.  We  would  recommend  that  the 
model  presented  by  the  Task  Group  on  Foreign  MARC  (Recommendation  2.3  in  their 
report)  be  followed,  with  a  merging  of  the  Library  of  Congress,  National  Library  of 
Canada,  and  British  Library  authority  files,  but  we  feel  that  this  may  be  achieved  by 
several  different  means.  These  files  may  be  integrated  into  one  file,  or  they  may  reside 
in  separate  files  but  be  searchable  as  one  single  file  (this  would  follow  the  "Future  Use 
of  OLUC  Task  Force"  model). 

G.  The  Library  of  Congress  Subject  Authority  File  and  LC  Name  Authority  File  should  be 
merged  into  one  single  file,  in  order  to  avoid  redundant  authority  records  for  names  and 
uniform  titles. 
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H.  The  file  should  facilitate  human  and/or  machine  validation  of  all  headings.  One  way  to 
accomplish  this  would  be  to  have  an  authority  record  for  every  heading  for  the  machine 
to  match.  Ideally,  separate  subject  subdivision  records  should  be  created  for  all  valid 
subject  subdivisions  in  order  to  facilitate  their  use  in  the  online  environment. 

IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS/ ASSUMPTIONS 
A.  PARTICIPATION 

1 .  Participation  in  the  authorities  program  should  be  open  to  all  libraries  meeting  the 
following  four  criteria: 

a.  Have  view  access  (at  a  minimum)  to  an  official  online  copy  of  the  NAF. 

b.  Commit  to  the  mutually  agreed  upon  national  authority  file  standards. 

c.  Commit  the  resources  needed  for  initial  and  ongoing  training,  as  described 
elsewhere  in  this  report. 

d.  Submit  a  formal  application  for  participation  with  the  national  cooperative 
program  or  the  lead  agency  administering  the  file. 

2.  Group  projects  that  allow  participation  by  libraries  that  otherwise  might  not  be 
able  to  participate  should  be  encouraged.  Current  examples  of  such  projects  are 
PACSCL  and  the  NACO  Music  Project. 

3.  The  application  process  itself  must  be  clearly  articulated,  widely  publicized,  and 
as  simple  as  possible.  The  concept  of  an  application  process,  as  opposed  to  a 
selection  process,  allows  participation  by  libraries  of  all  types  and  sizes  who  are 
willing  to  make  the  required  commitments.  A  standard  application  form  for 
participation  should  be  devised  that  is  readily  available  (online). 

4.  Broad  participation  must  be  supported  by  a  technical  environment  which 
accommodates  contributions  through  a  variety  of  methods:  online  or  batch  FTP, 
work  done  in  local  system,  work  done  in  utility,  etc.  No  single  means  of 
contribution  can  satisfy  the  needs  of  the  cataloging  environments  in  today’s 
libraries. 

5.  Broad  participation  must  be  supported  by  a  program  environment  which  makes 
contribution  of  authority  records  as  easy  and  convenient  as  possible. 
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B.  GOVERNANCE 

1.  Ideally,  a  coalition  (hereafter  referred  to  as  "the  coalition")  will  be  formed  which 
may  be  comprised  of  LC,  the  bibliographic  utilities,  and  other  institutions  or 
entities,  which  will  govern  the  national  authority  file. 

2.  The  coalition  would  determine  the  "lead  agency,"  a  role  which  LC  now  plays. 

» 

3.  Distribution  of  the  file  should  continue  to  be  a  Library  of  Congress  function 
(including  MARC  authorities  subscriptions  to  the  file).  However,  we  have 
concerns  about  the  economic  implications  of  this  when  a  large  percentage  of  the 
contributions  to  the  file  are  from  participants  other  than  LC. 

4.  The  coalition  should  ensure  widespread  communication  on  the  importance  of 
authority  control  and  information  on  how  to  become  a  participant  in  contributing 
to  the  file,  including: 

•  education  of  libraries  about  the  current  methods  (NACO  &  CSCP),  in 
order  to  boost  contributions 

•  recommendation  of  information  to  include  in  library  school  curricula 
widespread  announcement  and  encouragement  of  participation  in  future 
programs  for  contributing  to  the  national  file 

•  education  of  administrators  and  managers  about  the  value  of  authority 
control  to  their  local  systems/catalogs. 

5.  The  coalition  should  seek  funding  for  authority  control  trainers  and  workshops. 

6.  The  coalition  should  also  try  to  find  ways  in  which  contributors  will  be  credited 
(either  monetarily  or  through  free  searches  or  some  other  suitable  reward)  when 
new  records  are  added  to  the  file. 

7.  The  coalition  will  be  responsible  for  improving  and  facilitating  distribution  of 
documentation. 

8.  The  coalition  should  assure  the  availability  of  multiple  contribution  methods  for 
the  participants  and  keep  participants  up  to  date  about  the  technologies  available. 

9.  Additional  files  should  be  accessible  through  the  national  authority  file,  including: 

•  other  thesauri  (MeSH,  Art  &  Architecture  Thesaurus,  National  Agricultural 
Library,  etc.) 

•  other  national  files  (British  Library,  National  Library  of  Canada,  etc.  See 
Section  III  for  more  on  this.) 
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C.  STANDARDS 

The  Task  Group  on  Authorities  assumes  that  there  will  be  a  set  of  standards  which  would 
be  adhered  to  by  participants. 

1 .  There  will  be  a  set  of  input  and  editing  standards  which  will  determine  the  record 
content  for  a  national  level  record. 

a.  A  task  group  should  be  appointed  to  determine  these  precise  standards. 
Task  Group  on  Authorities  survey  respondents  felt  that  1XX,  4XX,  and 
5XX  were  essential  for  national-level  records;  support  for  making  the  670 
field  mandatory  was  weaker. 

b.  Participants  should  be  able  to  input  a  "core"  record  which  is  less  than  full. 
New  encoding  levels  in  authority  records  may  need  to  be  examined  as 
well  as  setting  standards  for  the  record  content  of  such  a  record. 

c.  When  a  less  than  full  record  exists,  participants  need  to  have  the  ability 
to  upgrade  the  record. 

d.  Standards  for  the  editing  of  records  (including  addition,  deletion,  and 
modification  of  fields)  need  to  be  determined.  Authorized  heading  fields 
(1XX)  should  be  changed  as  infrequently  as  possible. 

2.  The  Task  Group  assumes  that  .AACR2R  are  the  cataloging  rules  which  will  be 
used.  AACR2R  and  the  LCRIs  need  to  be  reviewed.  (A  separate  Appendix  has 
been  forwarded  to  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  for  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  on  needed  changes.)  Addition  of  and  rules  for  references  in  authority 
records  need  to  be  liberalized  to  accommodate  local  as  well  as  national  needs. 

3.  The  Descriptive  Cataloging  Manual  needs  revision. 

a.  Participants  in  cooperative  authorities  work  should  not  have  to  notify  LC 
when  bibliographic  file  maintenance  is  needed  in  LC’s  database. 

b.  Rules  for  formulation  of  and  data  included  in  670  fields  in  authority 
records  need  to  be  simplified. 

4.  Participants  need  to  have  the  ability  to  enrich  existing  authority  records.  Provision 
for  adding  additional  data  to  a  record  beyond  the  "full"  national  standard  must  be 
a  part  of  the  standards. 
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5.  The  USMARC  Authority  Format  may  need  to  be  examined  and  expanded  to 
accommodate  the  standards  recommendations.  New  data  elements  may  be  needed 
to  permit  minimal,  machine-generated,  and/or  full-level  records  to  be  distin¬ 
guished  from  one  another.  Codes  may  also  need  to  be  established  for  inclusion 
of  foreign  authority  records. 

6.  The  Task  Group  assumes  that  LCSH  will  continue  to  be  the  standard  for  the 
creation  and  assignment  of  subject  headings. 

a.  The  editorial  process  for  subjects  needs  to  be  streamlined.  Participants 
need  to  be  able  to  create  subject  authority  records  in  an  LSP-like 
environment  (even  if  the  records  are  coded  provisional).  Turnaround  time 
for  subject  proposal  approval  needs  to  be  faster. 

b.  The  syndetic  structure  and  integrity  of  LCSH  need  to  be  maintained. 

c.  Authority  records  for  subject  subdivisions  need  to  be  created  and 
maintained  to  allow  for  better  online  control  of  subject  heading/subject 
subdivision  combinations. 

D.  TRAINING 

The  Task  Group  realizes  the  importance  of  training  in  this  process.  Based  on  the  survey, 
most  respondents  felt  that  training  should  be  accomplished  locally  whenever  possible. 

1.  A  comprehensive  training  program  should  be  developed. 

2.  Training  should  be  provided  in  local  regions,  on-site  as  appropriate  or  through 
local-regional  workshops. 

3.  Initial  training  of  participants  should  be  provided  by  authorized  training  staff  of 
the  coalition. 

4.  Ongoing  training  should  be  provided  through  a  regional  trainer  network  to  train 
new  staff  and  update  trained  staff  on  rule  changes,  etc. 

5.  Trainer  certification  will  be  granted  and  trainers  monitored  by  the  coalition. 
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E.  QUALITY  CONTROL 

1.  New  records  would  follow  agreed-upon  standards  and  be  submitted  to  the  target 
system(s)  of  their  choice. 

2.  Controls  should  be  established  for  record  maintenance  involving  replacing  records 
online,  deletes,  and  merges.  We  suggest  such  maintenance  functions  be  tightly 
controlled  by  the  lead  agency. 

3.  A  distributed  quality  control  model  should  be  used  similar  to  that  in  place  now 
for  OCLC  (i.e.,  participants  would  be  able  to  upgrade/enhance  authority  records 
and  report  problem  records  to  the  coalition). 

4.  Participants  should  be  required  to  undergo  refresher  training  if  quality  drops,  as 
determined  by  an  inordinate  number  of  complaints  by  other  participants  or  utility 
members. 

F.  SYSTEMS  DEVELOPMENT 

New  system  development  will  ease  contribution  to  the  national  authority  file. 

1 .  The  ability  to  input  and  output  data  in  USMARC  format  should  be  generic  to  all 
bibliographic  database  systems  to  facilitate  sharing  of  bibliographic  and  authority 
information. 

2.  Online  input  and  update  capabilities  need  to  be  improved  for  name,  series, 
uniform  title  and  subject  authority  records  so  that  contribution  will  be  faster  and 
easier  (e.g.,  windowing,  word  processing  features,  templates/ workforms,  ability 
to  mark  headings,  temporary  save  file,  etc.).  This  might  include,  but  is  not 
limited  to,  enhancing  LSP  capabilities  for  subject  authority  contributions. 

3.  Global  change  capabilities  should  be  generic  to  all  bibliographic  database  systems 
to  facilitate  database  maintenance. 

4.  Machine-assisted  creation  of  authority  records  and  machine  validation  of 
bibliographic  records  against  authority  records  needs  to  be  developed.  In  addition, 
capabilities  for  machine-created  authority  records  need  to  be  examined  and 
developed  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  technology  to  reduce  the  human  effort 
involved  in  creating  authority  records. 
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5.  The  following  USMARC  Authority  Format  elements  need  to  be  implemented  by 
LC,  utilities,  and  local  systems: 

a.  Implement  subfield  5  in  all  fields  where  currently  defined. 

b.  Implement  fixed  field  elements  and  variable  fields  to  support  the  creation 
of  subject  subdivision  records  (e.g.,  008/09,  18X,  48X,  58X  fields). 

» 

c.  Implement/develop  capability  to  input  authority  records  in  non-Roman 
scripts. 

d.  Implement  heading/subdivision  linking  fields  (7XX)  to  allow  links  between 
headings  in  different  authority  files/ thesauri. 

6.  Develop  the  ability  to  load  additional  files  either  as  integrated  or  as  separate  files 
(e.g.,  foreign  authority  records)  along  with  providing  the  ability  to  interface  the 
files,  to  perform  cross-file/interfile  searching,  and  to  search  them  as  a  single  file. 
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Willy  Cromwell  (Stanford  University),  Chair 
Karen  Smith- Yoshimura  (Research  Libraries  Group),  CCC  Liaison 
Kay  Guiles  and  Lynn  El-Hoshy  (Library  of  Congress),  LC  Liaisons 
Roxanne  Sellberg  (University  of  Washington) 

Margaret  Shen  (Cleveland  Public  Library) 

PART  I.  PRELIMINARIES 

GENERAL  ASSUMPTIONS: 

1.  The  issues  discussed  below  refer  to  records  created  by  participants  in  a  formal  national 
cooperative  cataloging  program,  hereafter  referred  to  in  this  report  as  the  program. 

2.  The  program  will  have  a  formal  administrative  structure  specifying  responsibility  for 
program  development  and  oversight. 

GENERAL  RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1.  Once  the  bibliographic  objectives  and  the  context  of  a  national  cooperative  cataloging 
program  are  determined,  the  program  administrative  body  should  consider  the  most 
effective  means  of  assessing/changing  current  standard  descriptive  cataloging  rules  and 
practice  and  subject  cataloging  practice  in  support  of  those  objectives. 

2.  Until  this  process  is  complete,  use  of  current  standard  practice,  subject  to  modification 
as  judged  appropriate,  will  be  followed. 

PART  II.  CHARGE  1:  DEVELOP  STANDARDS  THAT  WILL  SUPPORT  WIDE  USE  OF 
RECORDS  IN  A  COST-EFFECTIVE  MANNER 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1 .  Not  all  potential  participants  in  a  national  cooperative  cataloging  program  are  willing  or 
able  to  commit  to  the  creation  of  a  full  level  catalog  record  as  currently  defined. 


53 


TOWARDS  A  NEW  BEGINNING  IN  COOPERATIVE  CATALOGING 


There  is  a  core  level  of  elements  necessary  to  effective  cooperative  use  of  a  catalog 
record;  that  level  exceeds  the  currently  defined  minimal  level  but  does  not  necessarily 
always  equate  to  the  currently  defined  full  level. 

A  catalog  record  that  can  be  used  with  minimal  augmentation  in  a  majority  of  cases  is 
an  effective  and  viable  vehicle  in  a  cooperative  cataloging  program  even  though  it  does 
not  necessarily  always  meet  all  the  needs  of  each  participant. 

» 

A  standard  that  articulates  such  a  record  is  necessary  in  order  for  the  program  to  achieve 
the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council’s  goals  1.1,  1.2  and  2.1. 

It  is  to  the  advantage  of  the  cooperative  community  to  endorse  the  definition  of  a  core 
level  standard  that: 

•  may  serve  to  increase  the  pool  of  usable  records  by  offering  an  alternative  to  the 
either/or  choice  between  the  minimal  level  vs.  full  level  cataloging; 

•  can  be  trusted  to  be  consistent  and  in  compliance  to  a  known  standard; 

•  has  access  points  in  authorized  forms  supported  by  records  in  a  national  authority 
file. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  BIBLIOGRAPHIC  RECORDS 

1.  Two  levels  of  program  record  should  be  recognized:  full  level  as  currently  defined  and 
a  core  record  (defined  in  Part  IV  below).  Participating  institutions  may  choose  to  catalog 
at  either  level  or  they  may  use  both  levels  selectively. 

2.  With  respect  to  the  proposed  core  record  defined  in  Part  IV: 

a.  the  specified  elements  pertain  to  books;  if  the  concept  of  a  core  record  is  judged 
viable,  similar  standards  should  be  developed  for  the  monographic  forms  of 
non-book  materials;  this  work  should  be  done  through  task  groups  representative 
of  these  communities  under  the  aegis  of  the  administrative  body  of  the  program. 

b.  the  program  should  coordinate  with  the  CONSER  program,  which  is  currently 
considering  definition  of  a  core  record  for  serials. 

c.  the  core  record  does  not  deal  with  requirements  for  non-Latin  scripts;  this  work 
should  be  done  through  a  task  group  representing  JACKPHY  (Japanese,  Arabic, 
Chinese,  Korean,  Persian,  Hebrew,  Yiddish)  library  communities. 

d.  the  development  of  the  core  record  and  its  constituent  parts  as  a  standard  should 
be  an  evolutionary  process,  subject  to  a  variety  of  considerations;  for  the 


2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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immediate  future,  the  content  of  the  fields  specified  in  the  core  record  should 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  relevant  current  standards  (although  not  all  the 
elements  specified  by  current  standards  need  be  included  in  the  core  record).  In 
the  longer  term  they  will  be  impacted  by  the  results  of  whatever  changes  in 
relevant  standards  are  made  as  suggested  in  the  General  Recommendations  (e.g., 
perhaps  a  reassessment  and  simplification  of  the  rules  governing  main  entry). 

f.  it  is  assumed  that  the  state  of  any  particular  core  record  is  a  dynamic  one,  with 
participants  choosing  to  use  it  as  it  is,  using  it  incrementally  by  adding  only  those 
data  elements  needed  by  the  modifying  participant,  or  enhancing  it  to  full  level. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  AUTHORITY  RECORDS 

1.  All  access  points  in  program  records,  core  and  full  level,  will  be  in  authorized  forms  and 
supported  by  authority  work. 

2.  Program  participants  will  be  asked  to  contribute  authority  records  for  previously 
unestablished  headings  to  the  national  authority  file  with  the  understanding  that  the 
mechanics  of  such  contributions  may  vary  according  to  whether  the  contribution  relates 
to  the  descriptive  or  subject  aspect  of  cataloging. 

3.  The  program  should  charge  a  task  group  to  build  upon  the  findings  of  the  TG3  relevant 
to  standards  issues  and  consider  the  following  issues: 

a.  feasibility  and  definition  of  a  core  level  authority  record(s)  for  names,  series,  and 
subjects. 

b.  the  extent  to  which  each  individual  heading  is  to  be  represented  by  a  counterpart 
authority  record,  e.g.  multiple  headings  for  the  same  conference  with  different 
venues,  dates,  or  both. 

c.  need  for  and  definition  of  editing  standards  for  program  authority  records. 

4.  Systematic  simplification  of  rules  and  other  conventions  that  govern  creation  of  authority 
records  should  be  assigned  a  high  priority. 
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PART  II.  CHARGES  2  and  3:  PROMOTE  AND  FACILITATE  THE  USE  OF  MUTUALLY 
ACCEPTED  STANDARDS;  EVALUATE  THE  NEED  FOR  QUALITY  STANDARDS  AND 
CONFORMANCE  MEASURES 

The  following  describes  both  bibliographic  and  authority  records: 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1.  A  cooperative  program  only  has  value  if  its  product  is  trusted  to  be  truly  consistent, 
accurate  and  authoritative. 

2.  If  the  program  record  is  to  retain  its  guarantee  of  quality,  it  should  be  modified/enhanced 
by  program  participants  only,  although  it  may  be  copied  and  enhanced  for  local  use  by 
non-participants. 

3.  Centrally  distributed  program  records  that  can  be  redistributed  when  enhanced  or 
modified  by  program  participants,  overwriting  earlier  versions  of  the  same  record  are 
desirable  in  order  to  guarantee  and  maintain  the  integrity  of  program  records 

4.  Formal  training  programs  and  documentation  are  key  to  implementing  standards  endorsed 
by  the  program  and  guaranteeing  the  quality  of  its  product. 

5.  Program  records  must  be  clearly  identified  as  such  for  two  reasons: 

a.  to  be  optimally  valuable  for  technical  services  processing  use. 

b.  for  purposes  of  record  management,  e.g.,  appropriate  disposition  of  multiple 
iterations  of  records  for  the  same  work,  particularly  in  utilities,  but  also  in  other 
systems. 

6.  Program  records  will  be  widely  used  and  enhanced  by  other  participants  making  peer 
review  of  record  quality  viable  as  a  quality  assurance  option. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  PROMULGATION  OF  STANDARD  AND  QUALITY  CONFORMANCE 
MEASURES 

1.  The  governing  body  of  the  program  should  assume  responsibility  for  program  standards 
and  their  continuing  development  including  publication  and  distribution.  Any  or  all  of 
these  responsibilities  may  be  delegated  with  appropriate  safeguards  for  the  integrity  of 
the  program. 

2.  Participant  institutions  (or  alternatively,  individual  catalogers)  should  undergo  a  formal 
training  process  and  be  required  to  demonstrate  competence  prior  to  assuming  the  full 
prerogatives  of  membership. 


56 


FINAL  REPORT  -  TASK  GROUP  FOUR 


3.  Institutions  (or  alternatively  individuals)  that  undergo  such  training  should  be  "certified" 
in  some  way. 

4.  Periodic  updating  of  skills  at  workshops  and  training  seminars  should  be  required  to 
retain  certification. 

5.  Participants  should  be  expected  to  correct  verifiable  errors  (e.g.,  mistranscriptions,  typos 
or  MARC  tagging  errors)  in  program  records  created  by  other  participants;  they  may 
wish  to  notify  other  participants  if  they  notice  an  excessive  number  of  such  errors. 

6.  Program  participants,  in  the  course  of  using  participant  copy,  should  be  expected  to 
notify  the  responsible  participant  institution  of  more  substantive  errors  and  request  that 
they  be  corrected  by  the  responsible  cataloging  agency. 

7.  The  preferred  communication  mechanism  for  participant  libraries  should  be  electronic 
mail. 

8.  A  program  listserv  should  be  created  for  communication  of  issues  of  general  interest  and 
consultation  on  cataloging  matters;  the  list  will,  through  its  "review"  function,  provide 
an  up-to-date  listing  of  electronic  mail  addresses  of  participant  institutions. 

RELATED  RECOMMENDATIONS:  INTEGRITY  OF  PROGRAM  RECORDS 

1.  Program  records,  both  core  and  full,  should  be  distinctly  identified/characterized  as  such. 

2.  Such  identification  should  entail: 

a.  an  identification  of  fullness  of  record  (core  record  as  intermediate  between 
minimum  and  full  level). 

b.  identification  in  support  of  record  management  within  various  utilities  and 
systems. 

c.  a  means  of  attesting  to  the  authoritativeness  and  authentication  status  of  a  record. 

3.  As  likely  means  of  indicating  these  qualities  respectively,  the  definition  of  appropriate 
values  of  USMARC  ldr/17  (encoding  level),  USMARC  008/39  (cataloging  source),  and 
USMARC  042  (authentication  field)  should  be  considered. 
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4.  Use  of  these  data  elements  should  facilitate  the  disposition  and  management  of  records 
in  databases,  both  primary-cluster  and  master- record  oriented,  according  to  the  following 
suggested  order  of  precedence: 

a.  program  full  level  record. 

b.  program  core-level  record. 

c.  non-program  records,  based  on  encoding  level. 

» 

5.  In  order  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  program  records,  they  should  be  centrally 
distributed;  they  should  also  be  redistributed  when  enhanced  or  modified  by  participants. 


PART  IV.  PROPOSED  CORE  RECORD 

We  offer  below  a  proposal  outlining  the  data  elements  which  the  Task  Group  deems 
representative  of  the  information  essential  to  ensure  that  program  records  are  generally  usable. 
There  may  be  cases  when  an  item  is  fully  cataloged  according  to  current  standards  without 
exceeding  the  standard  described  below.  However,  the  task  group  believes  that  the  emphasis  on 
streamlining  the  assignment  of  subject  and  descriptive  access  points  as  well  as  the  tolerance  for 
local  needs  and  policies  that  we  believe  to  be  embodied  in  the  standard  will  make  it  viable  for 
many  potential  program  participants. 

Fixed  field  values  :  Code  fully. 

Discussion:  These  fields  may  be  used  as  primary  or  secondary  (i.e.  limiting)  access 
devices  in  OPACS  and  in  the  utilities;  they  may  be  used  for  record  sorting,  and 
potentially  they  may  be  used  to  generate  notes  (e.g.,  bibliography  or  index  notes). 

020  =j=a  ISBN  :  If  present  on  item. 

040  Cataloging  source 

042  Authentication  code 

050,082,086,  etc.  :  Assign  at  least  one  classification  number  from  an  established  classification 
system  recognized  by  USMARC. 

Discussion:  This  specification  must  necessarily  be  stated  in  the  broadest  terms  to 
accommodate  a  wide  variety  of  needs.  The  Task  Group  recognizes  that  assignment  in 
some  cases  will  constitute  solely  classification  while  in  others  it  will  consist  of  a  full  call 
number.  While  this  fact,  as  well  as  the  use  of  any  of  a  variety  of  classification  systems 
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may  mitigate  against  the  availability  of  records  that  can  be  used  without  modification,  it 
is  in  support  of  the  need  to  accommodate  the  broad  spectrum  of  the  library  community 
in  soliciting  as  wide  a  pool  of  records  as  possible. 

1XX  Main  entry  :  If  applicable. 

240  Uniform  title  :  If  known  or  readily  inferred  from  material  being  cataloged. 

245-300  Title  page  transcription  through  physical  description  :  Describe  fully,  using  all  data 
elements  appropriate  to  the  item  described. 

4XX  Series  area  :  Transcribe  series  if  present.  Other  aspects  of  series  treatment  (classification 
together/individually,  analysis,  tracing)  are  local  in  nature.  If,  however,  a  participant 
chooses  to  trace  a  series,  it  must  be  in  an  authoritative  form  (440/8XX  as  appropriate) 
supported  either  by  an  existing  national-level  authority  record  or  one  that  is  supplied  by 
the  participant  if  an  authority  record  does  not  already  exist. 

5XX  Note  fields  :  Minimally,  include  the  following  if  appropriate: 

500:  Note  for  source  of  title  if  not  from  t.p. 

505:  (Contents  note)  For  multi-part  items  with  separate  titles 
533:  (Reproduction  note) 

Discussion:  The  basis  for  the  recommendation  is  that  only  those  notes  that  support 
identification  of  an  item  need  be  included.  No  doubt  these  criteria  will  vary  from  one 
form  of  material  to  another.  With  respect  to  justification  of  added  entries,  that  function 
may  be  provided  alternatively  in  some  cases  through  other  data  elements,  e.g.,  the 
tagging  itself  or  use  of  relators. 

6XX  Subject  headings  :  If  appropriate,  assign  from  an  established  thesaurus  or  subject  heading 
system  recognized  by  USMARC  at  least  one  or  two  subject  headings  at  the  appropriate 
level  of  specificity. 

Discussion :  The  recommendation  is  cast  in  the  form  of  "one  or  two"  to  convey  the  idea 
that  one  is  not  an  absolute  limit,  to  preclude  any  agonizing  that  might  be  stimulated  by 
the  limit  to  one,  and  to  accommodate  certain  situations  in  which  multiple  subject 
headings  are  called  for.  The  inclusion  of  the  phrase  "at  least"  is  intended  to  indicate  that 
the  stipulation,  while  describing  a  sufficiency  for  the  core  record,  is  not  necessarily  a 
strict  upper  limit. 
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7XX  Added  entries  :  Using  judgment  and  assessing  each  item  on  a  case  by  case  basis,  assign: 

1)  a  complement  of  added  entries  that  covers  at  least  the  primary  relationships 
associated  with  a  work  (e.g.  joint  authors). 

2)  added  entries  to  bring  out  title  access  information  judged  to  be  important. 

Discussion:  For  both  1)  and  2)  above,  determination  of  primary  relationships  and  of  the 
relative  importance  of  title  access  information  are  intended  to  reflect  either  individual 
cataloger’s  judgment  or  the  institutional  policy  of  the  participant. 

8XX  Established  form  of  series  if  different  from  that  in  490  field  :  If  series  is  traced,  use 
as  appropriate. 
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Cooperative  Cataloging  Council 
Task  Group  5  —  Cataloger  Training 
Final  Report,  October  28,  1993 


Joan  Swanekamp  (Columbia  University),  Chair 
Glenn  Patton  (OCLC,  Inc.) 

Gretchen  Redfield  (BCR) 

Pamela  Brown  (Arlington  Heights  (Ill.)  Memorial  Library) 

Carol  Mandel  (Columbia  University),  CCC  Liaison 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Cataloger  Training  Task  Group  of  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  was  charged  with 
the  development  of  a  plan  to  promote  the  values  of  timely  access  and  cost-effectiveness  in 
cataloging  and  expand  the  pool  of  catalogers  who  cataloged  to  mutually-accepted  standards.  The 
Task  Group  solicited  comments  and  ideas  from  a  wide  range  of  librarians  and  library  groups, 
many  of  whom  helped  in  identifying  the  issues  addressed  in  this  report.  The  comments  raised, 
and  the  Task  Group’s  discussion  of  them,  inevitably  raised  issues  that  are  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  narrower  focus  of  cooperative  cataloging  programs,  but  important  to  this  discussion. 

The  report  first  identifies  the  range  of  issues  and  questions  that  affect  training.  This  is  followed 
by  the  strategies  necessary  to  deal  with  these  issues. 

The  first  part  of  the  charge,  the  development  of  a  plan  to  promote  the  values  of  timely  access 
and  cost-effectiveness  in  cataloging,  points  to  a  number  of  issues  associated  with  both  the  value 
of  cataloging  and  with  cataloger’s  values,  as  outlined  in  Issues,  section  I.  A  review  of  issues 
associated  with  the  second  part  of  the  charge,  to  expand  the  pool  of  catalogers  who  catalog  to 
a  mutually  accepted  standard,  generated  questions  that  fall  into  three  areas:  competencies, 
training,  and  documentation  and  tools.  They  are  outlined  in  Issues,  section  II-IV. 

Strategies  for  addressing  the  issues  are  outlined  in  terms  of  responsibility  and  arranged  in  three 
sections:  National/Cooperative  Cataloging  Council,  Institutional,  and  Library  Schools.  An 
appendix  follows  that  presents  a  list  of  required  skills  and  performance  expectations  for  catalog 
librarians  in  a  cooperative  program. 
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ISSUES/QUESTIONS 
I.  Values 

•  What  do  catalogers  find  most  satisfying  about  their  work  and  what  are  their  goals? 

•  How  are  catalog  departments  managed? 

•  How  are  catalogers  trained  and  revised? 

•  What  is  the  national  value  of  cataloging? 

•  How  to  insure  that  there  is  administrative  support  for  training  and  cooperative  activities? 

•  How  to  encourage  a  management  style  that  places  value  on  independent  thought, 

judgment,  and  decision  making? 

•  How  to  encourage  trust  between  catalogers  and  cataloging  agencies? 

•  How  to  eliminate  the  isolation  of  catalogers  from  other  aspects  of  library  operations? 

These  issues  point  to  the  development  of  a  philosophy  for  the  training  of  catalogers: 

•  Training  should  be  defined  in  terms  of  principles;  practice  should  be  defined  in  terms  of 
the  intelligent  use  of  nationally  accepted  standards  and  tools. 

•  Emphasis  must  be  placed  on  developing  judgment  and  decision-making  skills. 

•  Quality  cataloging  must  be  redefined  in  terms  of  usability  to  other  catalogers  and  end 

users. 

•  The  inter-relationship  between  the  way  catalogers  are  trained,  the  way  they  are  revised, 
and  the  way  they  are  managed  is  critical  to  the  way  they  catalog. 

•  Libraries  must  create  an  environment  where  catalog  librarians  can  flourish  and  develop. 

•  An  important  aspect  of  recruiting  more  catalogers  is  to  make  cataloging  a  desirable 
profession. 

n.  Competencies 

•  What  skills  do  catalogers  need  for  participation  in  a  cooperative  cataloging  program? 

•  What  are  the  performance  expectations  of  catalogers  in  a  cooperative  program? 

•  Who  is  responsible  for  providing  the  necessary  training? 

HI.  Training 

•  Lack  of  identified  trained  trainers. 
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•  Lack  of  widely-available  training  programs. 

•  Confusion  over  roles  in  the  training  process:  library  schools,  employers  and  catalog 
librarians. 

•  Approaches  to  training  vary  greatly  in  effectiveness. 

•  Insufficient  administrative  support  (financial,  time,  and  acknowledged  value)  for  training 
and  re-training? 

•  Certification,  or  what  constitutes  being  trained? 

IV.  Documentation 

•  The  lack  of  good  "user-friendly"  documentation. 

•  The  need  to  provide  an  environment  and  tools  that  encourage  effective  cataloging. 

•  The  lack  of  agreed  upon  standards  for  original  cataloging  and  national  editing  standards. 

•  Lack  of  automation  of  original  cataloging  processes. 

STRATEGIES 

Strategies  for  addressing  these  issues  are  outlined  in  terms  of  responsibility,  with  the  Cooperative 
Cataloging  Council,  catalog  departments  and  their  parent  libraries,  and  library  schools  involved 
in  the  development  and  implementation  of  a  comprehensive  and  effective  training  program. 

I.  National  responsibility/Cooperative  Cataloging  Council 

There  is  a  national  responsibility  to  develop  a  national,  coordinated  plan  or  program  for  the 
training  of  catalog  librarians.  The  program  should  place  emphasis  on  training  for  judgment  and 
decision-making  and  require  interaction  between  the  trainer  and  cataloger.  This  style  of  training 
does  not  lend  itself  to  computer-based-training  (CBT),  although  CBT  could  be  used  to  reinforce 
aspects  of  face-to-face  training.  There  are  four  areas  where  the  CCC  or  other  national  body  can 
assist  in  the  development  of  a  plan:  in  the  sponsorship  of  training  programs  and  drawing 
attention  to  their  importance,  in  offering  assistance  with  institutional  training,  in  encouraging  the 
development  of  cataloger  work-stations,  and  in  overseeing  the  preparation  of  documentation. 
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Training  Programs 

•  Training  programs  that  focus  on  the  following  areas  should  be  developed: 

-  Subject  analysis  and  the  use  of  Library  of  Congress  Subject  Headings. 

-  Cataloging  for  an  OPAC:  judgment,  analysis  of  data,  principles,  and  issues  of 
retrieval. 

-  Cataloging  standards  (developed  by  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council). 

—  National  editing  standards/guidelines. 

—  Authorities. 

•  Train-the- trainer  programs  should  be  instituted  regionally  and  in-house,  and  incorporate 
methods  for  teaching  adult  learners. 

•  Make  extraordinary  efforts  to  identify  and  recruit  trainers  and  then  provide  them  with  the 
tools  necessary  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  program. 

•  Recognize  participation  in  the  national  training  program  as  a  requirement  for  participation 
in  the  national  coordinated  cataloging  program. 

•  Work  with  ARL  directors  to  foster  effective  cataloger  training  programs;  prepare  a  white 
paper  for  library  administrators  on  the  importance  of  a  national  cataloger  training 
program. 

•  Encourage  OMS  seminars  that  address  cataloger  training  needs  and  methods. 

•  Use  state  and  regional  organizations  to  further  the  goals  of  the  CCC. 

•  Encourage  the  placement  of  articles  in  OCLC  and  RLIN  newsletters. 

•  Educate  others  on  the  importance  of  cataloger  training. 

•  Encourage  other  groups  that  provide  training  to  share  its  philosophy  of  training. 

•  Coordinate  cataloger  training  programs  with  other  meetings  and  programs. 

•  Insure  that  cataloger  training  be  a  permanent,  ongoing  program  and  a  group  charged 
with  oversight  responsibility  and  a  mechanism  for  evaluation. 
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Assistance  with  Institutional  Training 

•  Model  training  programs  should  be  developed  for: 

—  New  staff  with  no  previous  experience. 

—  Experienced/mature  staff  requiring  a  re-orientation. 

—  Subject/language  specialists  with  no  cataloging  experience. 

•  Prepare  scripted/packaged  training  programs  with  training  materials  to  be  made  available 
to  trainees  for  local  and  regional  use. 

•  Create  an  archive  of  local  procedures  that  could  be  shared  via  FTP. 

Cataloger  Workstations 

•  Encourage  the  development  of  efficient  high-quality  cataloger  workstations  that: 

—  Provide  access  to  multiple  databases  and  encourage  development  of  TLP/Ether- 
term  abilities  so  that  catalog  librarians  can  work  online. 

-  Design  and  mount  "pop-up"  files  (e.g.  code  lists). 

-  Use  word-processing  capabilities  (e.g.  cut/paste)  and  multi-tasking. 

•  Encourage  the  development  of  online  tools  for  workstation  use  (e.g.  AACR2  and 
classification  schedules). 

Documentation 

•  Develop  "user-friendly"  documentation.  Models  are  the  CONSER  Editing  Guidelines,  the 
NACO  Participants’  Manual,  much  of  the  OCLC  documentation,  particularly  the  style 
and  examples.  The  new  documentation  should  integrate  rules  and  format.  The  following 
documents  are  needed: 

—  Standards  for  Original  Cataloging 

—  National  Editing  Guidelines 

—  Subject  Manual  (revision  of  LC  manual) 

—  LC  Classification  Manual  (new) 

-  A  national  coordinated  cataloging  program  service  bulletin  (in  standard  size) 

—  Guidelines  that  address  non-vanilla  procedures  (i.e.  non-book) 

•  Standardization  should  be  encouraged  in  new  documentation. 
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•  In  the  absence  of  the  general  availability  of  high-powered,  networked  workstations,  paper 
documentation  should  continue  to  be  made  available  in  loose-leaf  format  because  it  is 
most  usable. 

n.  Institutional  responsibilities 

•  Adopt  an  approach  to  training  that  places  an  emphasis  on  judgment,  decision  making  and 
respect  for  the  decisions  of  others.  This  may  require  some  significant  changes  in  current 
process  of  training  and  revision  that  stresses  conformity. 

•  Support/participate  in  national  programs  for  catalog  librarian  training. 

•  Help  redefine  a  quality  catalog  record  in  terms  of  function  and  access. 

•  Recognize  the  value  of  training  as  a  professional  contribution  both  locally  and  nationally. 

•  Define  the  role  and  level  of  participation  in  national  cooperative  programs. 

•  Support  and  promote  ongoing  continuing  education  for  catalog  librarians. 

•  Develop  staff  to  participate  in  a  cooperative  program. 

Performance  expectations  of  catalog  librarians  in  a  cooperative  program: 

•  Catalog  effectively  and  efficiently  in  a  variety  of  print  and  non-print  formats. 

•  Implement  an  effective  quality  control  program  for  cataloging. 

•  Understand  the  OPAC  implications  of  cataloging  decisions  and  practices. 

•  Create  plans  for  bibliographic  control  that  incorporate  developments  in  bibliographic 
networks  and  national  training  programs. 

•  Apply  group  and  interpersonal  skills. 

•  Effectively  train  others. 

•  Generalists  must  have  a  good  working  knowledge  of  classification  systems  and  thesaurus 
construction;  subject  specialists  need  a  substantial  knowledge  in  the  subject  area  involved 
and  a  good  working  knowledge  of  current  reference  sources. 
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•  Provide  for  ongoing  professional  development  by: 

-  Providing  a  professional  literature  collection. 

—  Encouraging  librarians  to  be  networked  to  keep  abreast  of  professional  practice. 

—  Providing  Internet  access  and  training. 

—  Providing  electronic  mail. 

—  Providing  word-processing  training  and  capability. 

—  Providing  local  documentation  and  procedures  including  processing  workflow. 

•  Catalog  department  managers  should: 

—  Understand  the  values  that  motivate  catalogers. 

—  Empower  staff  to  make  responsible  decisions. 

—  Be  concerned  with  how  to  effect  change  in  a  supportive  way. 

—  View  training  as  important. 

—  Develop  trainers. 

—  Rethink  processes  for  revision. 

—  Encourage  discussions  between  public  service  staff  and  catalog  librarians. 

—  Use  guest  speakers  to  stimulate  discussion. 

HI.  Library  Schools 

•  Library  schools  should  be  responsible  for  providing  a  theoretical  basis  for  organization 
and  retrieval.  The  program  should  include  instruction  in  the  following  concepts: 

—  A  theoretical  basis  for  organization  including  original  cataloging  in  accordance 
with  national  standards,  classification  systems,  methods  for  subject  analysis,  and 
thesauri  construction. 

—  The  use  of  bibliographic  records  and  their  interaction  with  the  various  compo¬ 
nents  of  an  integrated  system. 

—  The  use  of  bibliographic  records  by  library  staff  and  patrons  and  an  awareness  of 
how  cataloging  decisions  affect  retrieval. 

—  Theories  of  information  retrieval  and  how  searching  techniques  fit  into  a 
bibliographic  record  construct. 

•  Programs  should  focus  on  professional  and  decision-making  skills. 

—  Management  principles  including  supervisory  and  training  skills  and  techniques 
for  motivation  and  team  building. 
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—  Awareness  of  national  cooperative  ventures  (i.e.  NACO,  NCCP,  CONSER,  etc.) 
and  local  implications. 

—  Familiarity  with  new  and  developing  technologies. 

—  Awareness  of  publishing  industry  and  current  trends. 

-  Basic  statistical  and  research  methods  and  cost  modeling. 

—  Time  management  skills. 

•  Training  should  stress  principles  and  provide  a  foundation  for  effective  decision-making. 

•  Encourage  faculty  participation  in  national  discussions  of  cataloger  training. 

•  Sponsor  continuing  education  programs  that  focus  on  catalog  librarian  training  and 
include  current  awareness  in  information  retrieval,  standards,  etc. 

•  Demonstrate  that  cataloging  is  a  desirable  and  rewarding  field  by  recruiting  motivated 
and  knowledgeable  library  school  faculty. 

•  Recruit  faculty  with  experience  in  current  cataloging  practices. 
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Appendix  to  the  Final  Report  of  TG5:  Skills  and  Expectations  of  a  Catalog  Librarian 

a.  A  theoretical  basis  for  organization  including  original  cataloging  in  accordance  with 
national  standards  as  published  in: 

Anglo-American  Cataloguing  Rules  (2nd  ed.,  revised) 

Library  of  Congress  Rule  Interpretations 

USMARC  Format  for  Bibliographic  Data 

JJSMARC  Format  for  Authority  Data 

USMARC  Format  for  Holdings  Data 

Library  of  Congress  Subject  Headings 

Library  of  Congress  Subject  Cataloging  Manual 

Library  of  Congress  Classification  Schedules 

Dewey  Decimal  Classification  and  Relative  Index 

Cutter-Sanbom  Tables/LC  Author  Numbers 

American  Library  Association  and  Library  of  Congress  filing  rules 

b.  Knowledge  of  classification  systems. 

c.  Knowledge  of  methods  for  subject  analysis  and  thesauri  construction. 

d.  Management  principles  including  supervisory  and  training  skills  and  techniques  for 
motivation  and  team  building. 

e.  Knowledge  of  bibliographic  records  and  their  interaction  with  the  various  components  of 
an  integrated  system. 

f.  Understanding  of  how  bibliographic  records  are  used  by  library  staff  and  their  patrons 
and  an  awareness  of  how  cataloging  decisions  affect  retrieval. 

g.  Theoretical  basis  for  retrieval  and  how  searching  techniques  fit  into  a  bibliographic 
record  construct. 

h.  Awareness  of  national  cooperative  ventures  and  local  implications. 

i.  Familiarity  with  new  and  developing  technologies. 

j.  Awareness  of  publishing  industry  and  current  trends. 

k.  Basic  statistical  and  research  methods  and  cost  modeling. 

l.  Time  management  skills. 
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The  following  are  minimum  performance  expectations  of  librarians  in  a  national  cooperative 
cataloging  project: 

a.  Catalog  effectively  and  efficiently  in  a  variety  of  print  and  non-print  formats. 

b.  Understand  the  OPAC  implications  of  cataloging  decisions  and  practices. 

c.  Understanding  of  control  and  resource  sharing  implications  for  a  broad  range  of  users. 

d.  Create  plans  for  bibliographic  control  that  incorporate  developments  in  bibliographic 
networks  and  national  training  programs. 

e.  Apply  group  and  interpersonal  skills. 

f.  Effectively  train  others. 

In  addition  to  the  expectations  listed  above,  the  following  may  be  desirable  or  required  of 
department  heads  and  higher  level  cataloging  staff: 

a.  Write  indexing  specifications  for  MARC  loaders  in  local  automated  systems. 

b.  Implement  an  effective  quality  control  program  for  cataloging. 

c.  Develop  and  outline  projects  for  enhancement  of  bibliographic  access  to  specialized 
collections  or  alternative  forms  of  access. 

d.  Perform  cost  analysis  of  operations. 

e.  Write  specifications  for  vendor  bibliographic  services. 

f.  Evaluate  bibliographic  and  authorities  automation  modules. 

g.  Interpret  and  apply  studies  of  patron  use  of  OPACS. 

h.  Market  the  customer  service  aspect  of  cataloging  and  engage  in  a  dialogue  with  public 
service  staff  and  library  patrons. 
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Task  Group  6  —  Foreign  MARC 
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John  D.  Byrum  (Library  of  Congress,  Regional  and  Cooperative  Cataloging  Division),  Chair 
Marda  Johnson  (OCLC) 

Sally  McCallum  (Library  of  Congress,  Network  Development  and  MARC  Standards  Office) 
Ingrid  Parent  (National  Library  of  Canada) 

Karen  Smith-Yoshimura  (Research  Libraries  Group) 

Susan  Tarr  (Library  of  Congress,  Cataloging  Distribution  Service) 

GOAL:  Increase  the  sharing  and  use  of  foreign  bibliographic  and  authority  records. 

OBJECTIVE  1:  Identify  the  sources  of  and  increase  the  availability  of  foreign  authority  and 
bibliographic  records. 

RECOMMENDATION  1.1: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  an  informal  "Foreign  MARC  Coalition"  be  established  to 
provide  a  mechanism  for  exchanging  information  related  to  the  acquisition,  analysis,  conversion, 
and  distribution  of  foreign  MARC  records.  The  Coalition  will  initially  be  comprised  of 
representatives  from  the  Library  of  Congress,  National  Library  of  Canada,  OCLC,  RLG,  and 
ISM,  and  may  be  expanded  to  include  other  organizations  which  acquire  foreign  MARC  records 
and  express  an  interest  in  joining. 

The  Coalition  will  communicate  primarily  via  an  Internet  mail  reflector  list,  but  will  also  use 
conference  calls  or  meetings  during  other  conferences  as  appropriate.  The  objectives  of  the 
coalition  include  (but  are  not  limited  to): 

1.  Share  information  about  large  foreign  bibliographic  and  authority  files  available  in  a 
MARC-compatible  format. 

2.  Communicate  coalition  members’  respective  institutional  priorities  among  prospective 
foreign  MARC  files  using  established  criteria  (see  also  Recommendation  1.3). 

3.  Indicate  travel  plans  of  officers  from  coalition  member  institutions  to  increase  amount  of 
direct  contact  with  officials  responsible  for  foreign  MARC  files  (i.e.,  LC’s  or  NLC’s 
exchange  partners  or  data  distribution  sources). 
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4.  Help  LC  and  NLC  evaluate  and  respond  to  terms  proposed  by  prospective  exchange  or 
data  distribution  partners. 

5.  Provide  marketing  information  to  LC  and  prospective  partner  to  encourage  the  partners 
to  expedite  preparations  for  distribution. 

6.  Provide  feedback  on  established  foreign  MARC  services  from  LC. 

7.  Serve  as  a  review  group  for  standards  issues  that  are  not  treated  in  other  forums  or  that 
have  special  significance  for  use  of  foreign  MARC  data. 

8.  Identify  opportunities  to  coordinate,  share  resources,  and  collaborate  in  the  development 
and  maintenance  of  foreign  MARC  conversion  programs. 

9.  Urge  major  suppliers  of  foreign  MARC  records  to  adopt  and  use  standard  methods  of 
entering  data,  including: 

a.  The  ISBDs  as  a  framework  for  consistently  entering  needed  bibliographic  data 
elements,  in  the  prescribed  order,  with  the  required  punctuation. 

b.  Character  sets  and  transliteration  schemes  following  published  standards. 

c.  An  agreed-upon  coding  structure  for  access  points  so  that  each  bibliographic 
agency  can  identify  and  manipulate  the  information  appropriate  to  their  individual 
catalogs. 

d.  Standard  methods  of  applying  name  and  subject  authorities  allowing  for 
multilingual  indexing.  This  will  entail  use  of  standard  romanization  systems  for 
languages  written  in  non-Latin  scripts. 

10.  Continue  to  encourage  networking  capabilities  amongst  agencies  supplying  bibliographic 
information  (e.g.,  common  formats,  FTP,  Z39.50). 


RECOMMENDATION  1.2: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  LC-CDS  investigate  expanding  current  exchange  or 
acquisition  agreements  to  include  non-book  formats,  initially  placing  emphasis  on  the  serial  and 
music  formats. 
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RECOMMENDATION  1.3: 


The  Task  Group  recommends  that  the  Coalition  adopt  criteria  for  evaluating  the  priorities 
assigned  to  the  acquisition  of  foreign  MARC  records  based  on  analysis  of  the  records  to  be  made 
available.  Although  the  Task  Group  recognizes  that  all  files  would  have  some  degree  of  value— 
at  the  least  as  a  resource  file  for  reference  or  inter-library  loan  use—  the  resources  necessary 
for  acquiring,  converting  and  distributing  these  files  should  be  focussed  on  expanding  the 
availability  of  cataloging  source  copy.  The  following  four  priorities  were  established,  assuming 
careful  analysis  of  sample  records  by  interested  Coalition  members: 


Priority  1: 


Files  which  contain  records  which  are  currently  unavailable  for  sharing  in  North 
America  and  are  usable  as  cataloging  source  copy. 


Priority  2:  Files  which  contain  records  which  are  currently  available  from  other  sources 
(e.g.,  telnet  via  the  Internet  or  CD-ROM  products)  and  are  usable  as  cataloging 
source  copy. 

Priority  3:  Files  which  contain  records  currently  unavailable  for  sharing  in  North  America 
but  are  not  usable  as  cataloging  source  copy  without  considerable  additional 
effort. 


Priority  4: 


Files  which  contain  records  which  are  currently  available  from  other  sources  and 
are  not  easily  used  as  cataloging  source  copy. 


Elements  which  could  increase  the  value  of  the  files  as  cataloging  source  copy  might  include: 


•  timeliness; 

•  lack  of  restriction  on  third-party  use; 

•  inclusion  of  non-book  formats; 

•  completeness,  especially  for  the  key  matching  fields  which  are  used  in  matching 
programs  at  the  utilities,  and  adheres  to  published  bibliographic  and  character  set 
standards. 


Other  important  factors  to  be  considered  include:  size  of  files  (with  priority  given  to  large  files 
for  a  greater  cost-benefit  ratio),  price,  availability  of  authority  records,  existence  of  romanized 
data  which  would  have  to  be  romanized  locally,  standardized  access  points,  and  the  need  or 
extent  of  demand  for  a  particular  file. 

RECOMMENDATION  1.4: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  LC-CDS  investigate  making  test  files  of  new  foreign  MARC 
files  available  in  advance  of  general  distribution  to  potential  subscribers. 
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OBJECTIVE  2:  Enable  and  encourage  the  use  of  authority  and  bibliographic  information 
created  outside  the  U.S. 

RECOMMENDATION  2.1: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  wherever  use  of  USMARC  is  not  practical,  LC  urge  major 
suppliers  and  users  of  records  to  adopt  and  use  UNIMARC  for  exchange  purposes,  thus  limiting 
the  number  of  programs  necessary  to  convert  records  from  other  countries  to  two  instead  of 
many. 

RECOMMENDATION  2.2: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  LC  and  NLC  re-examine  the  possibility  of  aligning  the 
USMARC  and  CAN/MARC  formats  during  the  next  18  months  (coinciding  with  format 
integration  implementation). 

RECOMMENDATION  2.3: 

The  Task  Group  recommends  that  LC  initiate  and/or  encourage  efforts  to  promote  development 
of  international  name  authority  files  in  which  national  variants  or  different  cataloging  standards 
could  somehow  be  reflected  and  that  LC  investigate  the  possibility  of  an  "Anglo-American" 
authority  file  with  the  National  Library  of  Canada  and  British  Library  as  a  first  step. 

RECOMMENDATION  2.4: 

In  order  to  encourage  more  countries  to  adopt  LCSH  as  a  standard  for  subject  analysis  and 
thereby  facilitate  the  exchange  and  use  of  bibliographic  records  amongst  countries  which  use 
LCSH,  the  Task  Group  recommends  that: 

•  The  Library  of  Congress  abandon  its  current  policy  of  "literary  warrant  based  on 
collections  held  at  LC"  and  facilitate  the  addition  of  LCSTLcompatible  subject  authorities 
to  LCSH  and  make  special  efforts  to  accommodate  subject  heading  proposals  submitted 
by  other  national  bibliographic  services.  As  an  immediate  step,  the  Task  Group  further 
recommends  adding  English  language  terms  from  the  Canadian  Supplement  to  LCSH. 

•  The  Coalition  investigate  future  opportunities  to  develop  and  apply  programs  for  machine 
conversion  of  access  points  from  non-English  languages.  Realizing  that  such  thesauri 
links  would  be  an  expensive  undertaking,  it  is  recommended  that  the  initial  efforts  should 
make  use  of  existing  French  language  programs  {Repertoire  de  vedettes-matiere  produced 
by  Universite  Laval),  and  then  broaden  to  other  languages  (most  likely  Spanish).  In 
addition,  other  machine  translation  applications  should  be  explored  for  such  purposes  as 
converting  standard  print  constants  into  English. 
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•  English  to  English  incompatibilities  (such  as  differing  direct/indirect  geographic 
subdivision  practices  used  by  LC  and  Australia)  should  be  resolved  whenever  possible 
by  negotiation  to  arrive  at  common  cataloging  standards,  resorting  to  machine 
conversions  only  if  agreements  can  not  be  reached. 

RECOMMENDATION  2.5: 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  use  of  record  matching  programs  used  when  loading  foreign  MARC 
records,  the  Task  Group  recommends  that  Coalition  members  identify  and  compile  a  list  of  key 
matching  fields  used  which  could  be  shared  among  Coalition  members. 
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ADDITIONAL  READING 


MARVEL,  the  campus- wide  information  server  of  the  Library  of  Congress,  provides  access  to 
information  about  the  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  as  well  as  summaries  of  meetings  which 
were  instrumental  in  the  early  stages  of  Council  formulation.  These  files  will  be  supplemented 
as  the  work  of  the  Council  progresses.  To  access,  telnet  or  gopher  to  marvel.Ioc.gov;  and  use 
the  login:  marvel.  From  the  main  menu,  select: 

<  Libraries  and  Publishers  (Technical  Services)  > 

<  Cataloging  at  the  Library  of  Congress:  Programs  and  Services  > 

<  Cooperative  Cataloging  Programs  at  the  Library  of  Congress  > 
to  access :  <  Cooperative  Cataloging  Council  > 

or  to  access:  <  Selected  Meeting  Reports  on  Cooperative  Cataloging  Projects  > 


In  addition  to  these  Internet  resources,  two  recent  articles  provide  an  excellent  background  to 
cooperative  cataloging  programs  past  and  present: 

Mandel,  Carol  A.  "Cooperative  Cataloging:  Models,  Issues,  Prospects."  Advances  in 
Librarianship  16  (1992):  33-82. 

Riemer,  John  J.,  and  Karen  Morgenroth.  "Hang  Together  or  Hang  Separately:  The 
Cooperative  Authority  Work  Component  of  NACO."  Cataloging  &  Clas¬ 
sification  Quarterly  17,  no.  3/4  (1993):  127-161.  (This  issue  of  CCQ  is  entitled: 
Cooperative  Cataloging:  Past,  Present,  and  Future,  and  contains  several  other 
informative  articles  on  cooperative  cataloging  programs.) 
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